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ABSTRACT

The role of self-disclosure in improving workplace cross-race mentoring outcomes
by
Christine R. Smith

Advisor: Harold Goldstein

While the racial diversity of the workforce is increasing, minority employees still do not appear
to be advancing professionally at the same rates as White employees. There are many
explanations for why minority employees do not experience the same rates of advancement as
White employees. One key developmental relationship that can aid in increasing the
opportunities for minority employees to advance and grow in an organization is the mentoring
relationship. However, given the lack of diversity in the upper levels of organizational
hierarchies, minorities are more likely to have a White mentor than they are to have a minority
mentor. As a result, the subsequent cross-race mentoring relationship faces some interpersonal
challenges that need to be overcome in order for that relationship to be successful. The current
research examines how increased mutual self-disclosure between mentors and protégés may be
associated to greater psychosocial and career support for minority protégés from White mentors
and how this relationship is mediated by interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort.
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The world is becoming increasingly diverse and that is translating into a more diverse
workforce. In the U.S., the racial and ethnic diversity of the country continues to increase. It is
projected that by 2043, the U.S. will be a nation in which no one racial or ethnic group will make
up the majority of the country (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). While the percentage of the
population identifying as non-Hispanic White has declined since 2000, the percentages of Black,
Hispanic, and Asian populations have all increased (Pew Research Center, 2015). A similar trend
emerges when the demographic diversity of the employed U.S. population is considered such
that between 2000 and 2013, there was a decrease in the percentage of White employees relative
to the total employed population (i.e. a decrease from 73.9% to 65.6%), while the minority
employee population has increased (Pew Research Center, 2015). Taken together, the workforce
appears to be following the diversity trends observed in the overall U.S. population.
Although more minorities are entering the workforce, they do not appear to be receiving
the same opportunities as White employees. In terms of career advancement, when looking at the
number of minorities that progress into the most senior roles in an organization, the lack of
diversity is alarming. For example, in 2014 there were only 23 minority chief executive officers
(CEOs) at Fortune 500 companies (Zillman, 2014). There are many explanations for why
minority employees do not experience the same rate of advancement as White employees. While
many organizations have improved in recruiting new minority talent, many organizations
struggle to actually retain those minority employees (Chobot-Mason & Thomas, 2002;
Fernandez, 1999). One explanation supported by research for these retention issues is that, due to
contextual factors impacting racial dynamics, minority employees both struggle to achieve
success (e.g., lower rates of promotions than White employees may prompt them to leave) and to
feel comfortable in predominately White organizations (Bell & Nkomo, 2001; Thomas, 1997).
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One key developmental relationship that helps an employee advance in an organization is
the mentoring relationship that exists when a senior employee (i.e., the mentor) coaches and
supports a more junior employee (i.e., the protégé; Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004;
Kram, 1983; Noe, 1988). For protégés, mentoring has been found to relate to higher salaries,
faster promotion rates, lower turnover intention, and greater career and job satisfaction (e.g.,
Allen et al. 2004; Eby et al., 2013). However, these potential benefits for protégés are impacted
by the mentor and the relationship that the protégé and mentor create. In particular, access to
White male mentors may have particularly positive outcomes for a protégé (Ragins, 1997b;
Thomas, 2001; Thomas & Alderfer, 1989). Historically, this has been because White male
mentors typically have had the greatest access to resources in an organization, which they could
in turn share with their protégés. For example, Dreher and Cox (1996) found that MBA students
who had access to White male mentors reported higher compensation levels than MBA students
without such access to White male mentors. Similarly, in a sample of business school graduates
from historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs), Dreher and Chargois (1998) found
that mentoring relationships with White male mentors were associated with income advantages.
However, while White mentors may be beneficial for minority protégés, research has also
highlighted the numerous challenges that can occur in the early stages of cross-race relationships.
In particular, in cross-race mentoring dyads, there are challenges in terms of perceptions of
similarity between the mentor and protégé (Lankau, Riordan, & Thomas, 2005; Ragins, 1997a;
Ragins, 1997b), increased levels of intergroup anxiety (Goff, Steele, & Davies, 2008; Plant &
Devine 1998; Mendes, Blascovich, Lickel, & Hunter, 2002; Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, &
Tropp, 2008; Paolini, Hewstone, Voci, Harwood, & Cairns, 2006), and suboptimal levels of selfdisclosure (Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 2007) that are particularly relevant during the early
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interactions between the protégé and mentor that factor into their desire to continue to interact.
While there is evidence that the influence of racial dissimilarity may fade over time (e.g., Lankau
et al., 2005), it is possible that the early disadvantages that cross-race mentoring dyads face will
result in a delay in the receipt of benefits. This may leave cross-race dyads lagging behind samerace dyads because same-race dyads do not have that dissimilarity to overcome, and therefore
begin to accumulate benefits earlier in the relationship.
The goal of this study is to examine how to overcome some of these challenges by
understanding how to improve the interpersonal dynamics between mentor and protégé, which
could in turn help foster higher quality mentoring relationships by allowing protégés to gain
greater access to the mentor’s resources (e.g., time, network, and experience). Specifically, I test
whether increased self-disclosure in cross-race dyads may help to facilitate a mentoring
relationship that realizes the same benefits as traditional White-White mentoring dyads by
generating greater interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort (see Figures 1 and 2 for
proposed models). It is important to note that given the historic lack of minorities in most senior
organizational roles and in roles that have access to the resources necessary to serve as a strong
mentor, the current study uses the term cross-race dyad to refer to a White mentor paired with a
minority protégé. Ideally, as organizations address the lack of advancement opportunities for
these minority groups, there will be greater opportunities to examine the reverse relationship
between a minority mentor and White protégé. Additionally, while access to a mentor in general
is an issue for minority protégés, the focus of this study is on how to improve the established
relationship between mentor and protégé in order to increase the protégé’s access to his/her
mentor’s resources.
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This study addresses gaps in the extant mentoring literature. First, there is a lack of
research on cross-race mentoring dyads. Eby et al.’s meta-analysis (2013) only found 12 studies
examining the race of the protégé and five studies evaluating the race of the mentor. In
comparison, they found 49 studies that explored the gender of the protégé and 15 that looked at
the gender of the mentor. Furthermore, since that meta-analysis, there have only been three
known articles on workplace mentoring and race (Martin & Bok, 2015; Ragins, Ehrhardt,
Lyness, Murphy, & Capman, in press; Robinson & Reio, 2012). The limited number of studies
focused on cross-race dyads show that empirical research is lagging behind the trends that are
occurring in our world and our workplaces today. That is, with the increased racial diversity in
the workplace and the importance of mentoring for employees, it is imperative to consider the
implication of race on the mentoring relationship. Although researchers have theorized the
benefits and challenges of establishing cross-race dyads (e.g., Blake-Beard, Murrell, & Thomas,
2007; Ragins, 1997a), there has been limited empirical testing of these theoretical propositions
(Eby et al., 2013). This study attempts to address some of those gaps by examining how crossrace dyads compare to same-race dyads.
A second gap in the literature is a limited understanding of how interpersonal dynamics
between a mentor and protégé impact the success of workplace mentoring relationships. To date,
mentoring research has focused primarily on other aspects of workplace mentoring relationships
such as (1) the benefits mentors, protégés, and organizations receive from engaging in mentoring
relationships (Eby et al., 2013; Ghosh & Reio, 2013), (2) the personal characteristics of mentors
or protégés that serve as antecedents to successful mentoring (e.g., personality characteristics;
Eby et al., 2013; Ghosh, 2014), and (3) high-level relational factors (e.g., racial or gender
similarity and age differences; Ghosh, 2014). However, there has been limited research exploring
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the mentor and protégé’s perceptions of the interpersonal dynamics of their relationship. This
study explores these dynamics by examining how perceptions of interpersonal closeness and
comfort between mentors and protégés relates to their perceptions of the mentoring relationship.
These two interpersonal constructs were chosen because they have been extensively discussed
and tested in the boarder literature as I will detail later; however, they have only had limited
testing with the interpersonal dynamics of the mentoring relationship and warrant further
exploration.
With these gaps in mind, the current study aims to combine research in organizational
psychology with research from other psychology disciplines (e.g., social and educational
psychology) on cross-race mentoring and intergroup relationships to explore a potential pathway
to overcoming some of the challenges of participating in a cross-race mentoring relationship.
Overall, the current study will build the following argument. First, mentoring relationships
function better when there are perceived similarities between the mentor and protégé (Lankau et
al., 2005; Ragins, 1997a; Ragins, 1997b). For same-race dyads, this similarity starts when the
mentor and protégé see another that resembles them (e.g., race and gender) until the relationship
has time to grow and the mentor and protégé have time to learn more about each other (Lankau
et al., 2005). However, cross-race dyads do not initially perceive those similarities. Therefore,
the current study explores one way to facilitate high-quality mentoring relationships in the
absence of visible indicators of similarity. This is where intergroup contact theory (Allport,
1954; Pettigrew, 1998) can help inform our understanding of cross-race mentoring relationships.
In particular, contact theory points to the benefits of self-disclosure for helping to facilitate crossgroup relationships and that this self-disclosure is beneficial for mentoring via improved
interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort. As such, this research will explore how self-
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disclosure (Aron, Melinat, Aron, Vallone, & Bator, 1997; Leitner, Ayduk, Boykin, & MendozaDenton, 2018; Page-Gould et al., 2008) promotes interpersonal closeness and interpersonal
comfort to potentially improve the quality of cross-race mentoring relationships to a level that
will mimic the positive career benefits associated with same-race White mentoring relationships.
The conceptual models for the present studies for protégés and mentors are depicted in Figures 1
and 2 respectively.
Beyond addressing the aforementioned gaps in the current literature on cross-race
mentoring, the current study has other theoretical and practical implications. One major
theoretical contribution of this research is that it explores whether cross-race and same-race
dyads differ in how they perceive the interpersonal dynamics and benefits of their relationships
and how self-disclosure may alleviate those differences. Boykin, Mendoza-Denton, and Patt
(2015) asserted that while we are all different, we are also simultaneously similar; therefore, in
order to facilitate closer intergroup relationships, such as a closer cross-race mentoring
relationship, we must find ways to discover and explore these similarities while also respecting
the ways that we are different. This argument takes a different lens than cross-race mentoring
literature historically has, which often focuses on how the differences between groups (e.g.,
between a White mentor and Black protégé) presents challenges to fostering a close relationship.
This research attempts to follow Boykin et al.’s assertion by examining how reciprocal selfdisclosure of personal information aids cross-race dyads in becoming better acquainted with one
another and therefore facilitating the discovery of shared similarities as well as a better
understanding and respect for their unique differences.
Another theoretical contribution of this study is that it examines potential underlying
mediators that contribute to improving cross-race mentoring outcomes (e.g., psychosocial and
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career mentoring outcomes). That is, researchers have theorized that minority protégés do not
receive the same mentoring benefits as White protégés for a variety of reasons such as power
dynamics (Ragins, 1997b), identification with one’s partner (Humbred & Rouse, 2016), and
perceived competence (Linnehan, Weer, & Uhl, 2005). However, there is little empirical work
that actually examines the potential mediating processes. In this study, I focus on aspects related
to one of the aforementioned reasons, identification with one’s partner, by examining how
enhanced self-disclosure improves psychosocial and career mentoring outcomes through the
mediators of increased interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort.
In terms of practical contributions, the current study can help determine if there is a
possible mechanism that can be incorporated into the toolkits and recommendations utilized in
mentoring programs and ultimately serve as a way to produce higher-quality relationships for
both White and minority employees. Facilitating high-quality mentoring relationships is critical
for an organization , as they have been associated with lower actual turnover (e.g., Koberg et al.,
1998; Noe, 1988; Payne & Huffman, 2005) while also improving their ability to attract highquality applicants (Allen & O’Brien, 2006); ultimately, high-quality mentoring programs can
reduce costs associated with replace regrettable turnover (i.e., turnover from high potential
employees whose departure negatively impact the organization) while also providing a
differentiator to attract potential competitive candidates. By understanding how the mentors and
protégés can realize a higher-quality relationship through self-disclosure can not only improve
mentoring benefits, it could also make the mentoring programs as a whole more effective (e.g.,
fewer failed dyads). Additionally, should self-disclosure be shown to positively impact
mentoring benefits, the resulting high-quality mentoring relationships could help facilitate more
opportunities for minority employees in the workplace and ultimately aid in the retention of
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high-potential minority employees. One of the potential dangers of low-quality mentoring
relationships for minority employees is that minorities are not getting the developmental
opportunities that they need to grow and advance in the organization and, therefore, may be less
likely to stay committed and engaged to their role and more likely to search for other
opportunities at other organizations. By creating more beneficial mentoring relationships,
minority employees could gain greater access to resources and therefore be more committed to
staying with their organizations and given that companies with greater racial diversity are
associated with higher financial performance (Hunt, Prince, Dixon-Fyle, & Yee, 2018),
developing and retaining high potential minority talent is not only the right thing to do, it is a
business imperative.
In the following sections, I discuss the current theory surrounding mentoring
relationships and how the racial dynamics in cross-race mentoring dyads impact the outcomes
that mentors and protégés experience. In particular, I explore the challenges that cross-race
mentoring relationships experience via the theoretical lens of the similarity-attraction paradigm
and intergroup contact. I use these theoretical frameworks to inform my hypotheses which focus
on the impact of self-disclosure on proximal mentoring outcomes (i.e., psychosocial and career
support) through the mediators of interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort.
Additionally, predictions are made regarding how race moderates the aforementioned
relationships. Following the theoretical discussion, the methodology, results, and discussion are
presented.
Overview of Workplace Mentoring
Mentoring is traditionally defined as a developmental relationship between a less
experienced individual (i.e., the protégé) and a more experienced individual (i.e., the mentor;
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Kram, 1985). Mentors are influential individuals who have experience and knowledge and are
committed to providing their protégés with opportunities for upward mobility and support in
their careers (Ragins & Scandura, 1999). In addition to the objective career advancement
benefits, individuals in highly satisfying mentoring relationships tend to report more positive
attitudes than those employees who are not in mentoring relationships (Ragins, Cotton, & Miller,
2000). However, those who are in dissatisfying or marginally satisfying mentoring relationships
reported equivalent attitudes to those who are not mentored, suggesting the value of exploring
how to facilitate more beneficial high-quality relationships.
The foundation of an effective mentoring relationship is in the willingness for both the
mentor and the protégé to authentically engage with one another and be willing to share strengths
and provide developmental opportunities for each other (Blake-Beard et al., 2007). A key
foundation for initially developing this type of relationship is through perceived similarity and
liking. The similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971) argues that the more similar a person
(e.g., the mentor) is perceived to be to oneself (e.g., the protégé), the more that person is liked.
Initially, perceived similarity is likely to be based on visibly-salient characteristics such as an
individual’s race or gender (Lankau et al., 2005). However, as I will discuss later, research
suggests that as the relationship develops over time, this may shift such that visibly-salient
characteristics will have less of an impact while other characteristics (e.g., work styles, hobbies)
become more important. A second key foundational theory, which I will also discuss later, is
intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998). This theory argues that intergroup
attitudes can be improved through increased contact with out-group members, particularly when
that contact is characterized by friendship.
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Mentoring relationships can serve a variety of different functions for the protégé. In a
series of in-depth interviews with managers, Kram (1983) identified two broad categories of
mentoring functions: career-related and psychosocial support. Career-related support functions
aid in the protégé’s career advancement and may include a mentor providing sponsorship,
coaching, exposure, visibility, protection, and challenging assignments (Kram, 1983; Scandura &
Pellegrini, 2007). Psychosocial functions are related to the enhancement of the protégé’s sense of
competence, clarity of identity, and effectiveness in the job and may include role modeling,
counseling, and friendship. These two categories of mentoring functions have been supported in
later empirical research (e.g., Chao, Walz, & Garner, 1992; Noe, 1988; Ragins & Cotton, 1999;
Schockett & Haring-Hidore, 1985).
The long-term benefits of mentoring can be explored from perspectives of the protégé, the
mentor, and the organization. These outcomes are typically longer-term outcomes that emerge
from the proximal mentoring benefits or functions already discussed (i.e., career and
psychosocial support; Allen et al., 2004; Eby, Durley, Evans, & Ragins, 2006). Potential benefits
of mentoring can be further classified into two broad categories: (1) objective career outcomes
and (2) subjective career outcomes. Allen and colleagues (2004) suggest that it is important to
consider both types of indicators of career success in research because it mirrors how employees
typically evaluate their own success. That is, career success is often operationalized in terms of
both tangible, extrinsic outcomes received and in terms of the more intangible, internally-focused
subjective outcomes (e.g., Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990; Turban & Dougherty,
1994). For protégés, two key objective outcomes or benefits for protégés include greater
opportunities for promotion and increased compensation (e.g., Dreher & Ash, 1990; Fagenson,
1988; Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991). In terms of subjective career outcomes or benefits,
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protégés have been shown to have greater career satisfaction, career commitment, and job
satisfaction than non-mentored employees (e.g., Fagenson, 1988; Koberg, Boss, & Goodman,
1998; Noe, 1988).
While a primary goal for mentoring programs is to help develop the protégés, they are not
the only group that can benefit from such relationships. Mentors and organizations as a whole
also realize some benefits from the establishment of mentoring relationships. For mentors,
objective indicators of career success include higher promotion rates and higher salaries (Allen,
Lentz, & Day, 2006; Collins, 1994). While these objective benefits may be valuable, subjective
career benefits are suggested to be the primary outcome for mentors (Ramaswami & Dreher,
2010). Subjective indicators of career success for mentors include perceived career success,
feelings of personal satisfaction and generativity, and more positive work attitudes such as job
satisfaction (Allen et al., 2006; Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997; Bozionelos, 2004, Eby et al.,
2006). Satisfaction of the need for generativity is potentially one of the most frequently cited
benefits for mentors. That is, mentoring is a way for the mentor to leave a lasting legacy via a
successful protégé.
Finally, from the perspective of the organization, a study by Allen, Smith, Mael, O’Shea, and
Eby (2009) found that organizations with a greater proportion of employees who were mentored
reported higher overall agency performance (R2 = .26). Eby (2010) stated that Allen et al.’s
(2009) findings suggest there may be some tangible bottom-line benefits of mentoring for
organizations. This is supported by some evidence that mentoring is also associated with lower
actual turnover (e.g., Koberg et al., 1998; Noe, 1988; Payne & Huffman, 2005), which can
reduce costs associated with finding and training new talent. Furthermore, mentoring may impact
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the organizations ability to attract high-quality applicants (Allen & O’Brien, 2006), which can
enhance organizational performance and market competitiveness.
Race and Mentoring
There is evidence that there is a difference in the way that minorities versus majorities
experience mentoring relationships. In the following sections, I will detail how cross-race
mentoring relationships may diverge from same-race mentoring relationships in terms of the
benefits they receive and the challenges they face. Additionally, I will discuss how cross-race
mentoring is related yet distinct from cross-gender mentoring.
Benefits of Cross-race Mentoring
For protégés, there may be a number of career benefits to engaging in cross-race
mentoring dyads. Blake-Beard et al. (2007) commented that the work by Thomas and colleagues
(Thomas, 2001; Thomas & Alderfer, 1989; Thomas & Gabarro, 1999) exhibited the power of
mentoring for protégés of color (in their work, Blacks specifically) in helping these protégés
move into senior roles in their organizations. Robinson and Reio (2012) found that Black
employees were more satisfied with the job and were more committed to the organization when
they were mentored than when they were not. Blake-Beard et al. (2007) argued that by
understanding how race and mentoring intersect researchers can better understand how to alter
the dynamics that create the barriers preventing minorities from attaining leadership roles in their
organizations. Furthermore, there are a lack of minority role models in many organizations and,
while minority mentors can be excellent role models for minority protégés, there historically has
been a lack of minority mentors that can get their protégés comparable benefits to those provided
by White mentors (Ragins, 1997b). As such, cross-race mentoring between a minority protégé
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and a majority mentor will give minority protégés potential role models in the absence of
powerful minority mentors.
For the mentors, cross-race mentoring can provide an opportunity to gain greater
understanding and appreciation of group differences and similarities (Ragins, 1997b). This in
turn can help foster greater empathy and help reduce prejudice and stereotyping. This is
supported by the research on intergroup contact which shows that close relationships with outgroup members has the ability to reduce prejudice against that out-group (Pettigrew & Tropp,
2005; Tropp, 2007). For the organization, cross-race mentoring can provide opportunities for
individuals from all backgrounds to develop the emotional competencies and interpersonal skills
that are critical to developing a successful diverse workforce (Kram & Ragins, 2007).
Furthermore, by fostering cross-race mentoring relationships, majority mentors can gain
awareness of the barriers that early-career minority employees are facing as well as how to
develop more effective advancement strategies for those employees (Ragins, 1997b). This
awareness should help build a stronger pipeline of talent because the best candidates are more
likely to get noticed for promotions and key roles.
Challenges Associated with Cross-race Mentoring
Research has shown that while minority protégés perceive a value in having a White
mentor, there are some challenges in developing these cross-race mentoring relationships.
Thomas and Alderfer (1989) found that Black men and women both found it necessary to have
some type of White sponsorship in their organization; however, they were more likely to seek
psychosocial support from a developmental relationship with a secondary Black employee
sponsor. Lab studies have also supported that racial similarity impacts mentoring relationships
and outcomes. In particular, Ensher and Murphy (1997) found that mentors in same-race dyads
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liked their protégés more compared to mentors in cross-race dyads. These studies suggest that
cross-race mentoring relationships that are left to develop organically without any support
mechanism may not be as successful as same-race mentoring relationships, particularly in terms
of the psychosocial support.
The findings suggesting less supportive cross-race mentoring relationships are aligned to
findings that people feel discomfort and anxiety in intergroup interaction that can lead them to
avoid engaging in meaningful interactions with individuals from an outgroup (Goff et al., 2008;
Paolini et a., 2006; Plant & Devine, 2003). These motivations to avoid meaningful intergroup
interactions can then drive individuals to biased patterns of interaction and, in the case of
mentoring, biased feedback to one’s mentoring partner (Boykin & Smith, under review; Crosby
& Monin, 2007). Ultimately, these motivations are related to efforts to control or avoid being
perceived as prejudiced in upcoming intergroup (e.g., cross-race) interactions (Plant & Devine,
2009); however, it is instead through mechanisms associated with prejudice reduction via
attitudinal change (e.g. intergroup contact; Allport, 1954) that these motivations will be lowered
and less impactful on mentoring outcomes.
While the aforementioned research provides some evidence that racial similarity of a
mentoring dyad matters, there have also been some studies that have found no relationship
between race and key mentorship outcomes. Blake-Beard (1999) found that, in a sample of Black
and White female protégés, there was no significant relationship between the protégé’s race and
their level of mentoring outcomes received regardless of the race or gender of their mentors.
Ensher, Grant-Vallone, and Marelich (2002) found that similarity in neither race nor gender
impacted that type of support (e.g., vocational, psychosocial, and role modeling) that a protégé
received from his/her mentor and the satisfaction with that mentor. However, they did find that
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attitudinal similarity was related to the type of support received and the protégé’s satisfaction
with the mentor.
There have been similar mixed findings in non-organizational settings. In a sample of
doctoral students and their mentors, Turban, Dougherty, and Lee (2002) found that racial
similarity was not related to the type of mentoring the doctoral students received (i.e., career or
psychosocial support). However, it is important to note that the majority of the protégés in this
sample were White (68%) and as such, Turban et al.’s results may be more reflective of the way
White protégés experience racial similarity and not the way minorities experience it (OrtizWalters & Gilson, 2005). In a study looking specifically at graduate students of color, racial
similarity was important such that students of color reported that they received more
psychosocial and instrumental support from and were more comfortable and satisfied with
minority mentors (i.e., not necessarily the same race as the protégé but classified as a racial
minority; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005).
The argument put forth by Ortiz-Walters and Gilson (2005) that Turban et al.’s (2002)
finding was a by-product of their pre-dominantly White sample coupled with Ortiz-Walter and
Gibson’s findings for students of color aligns with the intergroup relations literature which
argues that race is more personally salient to minorities. Majority group members are generally
less inclined than minority group members to think about their own group’s status (Leach,
Snider, & Iyer, 2002) or to define themselves in relation to their membership in that group
(Pinel, 1999). The only exception is when the demands of the immediate social context forces
majority group members to think about their membership in said group (McGuire, McGuire,
Child, & Fujioka, 1978). Conversely, minority group members tend to be aware of their lower
status and that they will likely be evaluated based on their devalued group membership
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(Goffman, 1963; Jones, Farina, Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 1984; Tropp & Pettigrew,
2005).
When looking at the research on cross-race relationships as a whole, cross-race
mentoring relationships appear to have their challenges in comparison to same-race mentoring
relationships. However, given the lack of consistent findings coupled with the limited
organization-focused research on these relationships, research needs to take a closer look at the
mechanisms that are creating these challenges. That is, research needs to address the question of
what is associated with reduced or increased effectiveness in cross-race mentoring dyads. To do
this, I examined the theories that help to explain interracial dynamics. In particular, I focused on
the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971) and intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954;
Pettigrew, 1998). However, before discussing these theoretical frameworks, there is one more
important distinction that needs to be made: the distinction between cross-race and cross-gender
mentoring relationships.
Cross-gender versus cross-race mentoring
The impact of gender in mentoring relationships has been well documented. Specifically,
researchers have found that cross-gender mentoring relationships face greater barriers to forming
and maintaining their relationships than same-race mentoring relationships do (e.g., Allen &
Eby, 2004; Ragins & Cotton, 1991; Ragins & McFarlin, 1990; Scandura & Williams, 2001).
However, there is not enough research on the impact of race in mentoring to assume that gender
and racial diversity in mentoring will produce similar trends or will have similar antecedents and
outcomes (O’Brien, Biga, Kessler, & Allen, 2010). As such, it would be premature to assume
that cross-race and cross-gender mentoring relationships can be treated in the same way.
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Before detailing why they may be different, it is worth noting that there is some basis for
the assumption that findings in cross-gender mentoring will translate into cross-race mentorship.
Specifically, it has been argued that both cross-race and cross-gender mentoring relationships are
negatively impacted by the power differences that are inherent in interactions between majority
and minority group members (Ragins, 1997b). As a social construct, one’s minority or majority
status is grounded in a hierarchy of power regardless of whether or not they are a numerical
minority. That is, one is considered a member of a minority group if that group is considered to
have less power and therefore fewer resources than a member of the majority group irrespective
of the number of people in that group in a particular context (Elliot & Smith, 2004; Pratto,
Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Ragins, 1997b). In U.S. society and the U.S. workplace, women and
racial minorities fall into this lower power category when compared to White men. For
mentoring, this power dynamic could produce similar relationship dynamics for cross-race and
cross-gender mentoring.
However, there is also evidence that these diverse dyadic relationships will differ. First, Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, and Xu’s (2002) stereotype content model (SCM) found that racial minorities (i.e.,
Black, Hispanic, and Asian) were in statistically distinct clusters from women, suggesting that
the stereotypes of an individual’s perceived competence and warmth are different for these
individuals. Specifically, Blacks and Hispanics were considered both less competent and warm
than women while Asians were considered more competent but less warm than women. These
stereotypes could impact the perception a mentor has about the protégé’s intelligence and
capability (i.e., dimensions of competence) as well as his/her sincerity or trustworthiness (i.e.,
dimensions of warmth) when determining the worthiness of investing the mentor’s resources in
the protégé.
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Additionally, there is research to suggest that even when women and minorities face
similar stereotypes, the magnitude of those stereotypes may not be equivalent. Specifically,
Greenhaus and Parasuraman (1993) found that the successes of high performing men were more
likely to be attributed to ability than the successes of high performing women; however, there
were no gender differences between moderately successful men and women. For race, Greenhaus
and Parasuraman found that Black employee job performance was less likely to be attributed to
ability in comparison to White employee job performance regardless of their level of success.
Taken together, Greenhaus and Parasuraman’s findings suggests that stereotypes about one’s
ability to perform one’s job exists for both women and minorities; however, it also suggests that
these stereotypes are broader and stronger for minorities than they are for women (i.e., it applies
to all Black employees, not just the high performing ones). For mentoring, these stereotypes on
performance could impact a mentor’s belief that the protégé has the ability to improve and is
therefore worth the mentor’s time, energy, and resources.
In sum, while the research on cross-gender mentoring relationships can suggest the
possible factors that would impact cross-race mentoring relationships, we cannot assume that
these two forms of diverse mentoring relationships are the same. The factors that impact crossrace mentoring relationships may be unique and therefore these cross-race relationships warrant
further research in and of themselves. To help parse this apart, this study will examine the
following research question:
Research Question: Does racial similarity and gender similarity follow similar patterns as
moderators in the proposed relationships between self-disclosure and the support
outcomes?
Similarity-Attraction Paradigm
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While there are numerous challenges in developing any mentoring relationship, one of
the most commonly reported challenges is related to the dyad itself and the mismatch that may
exist between the two members in terms of a variety of factors including values, personalities,
work styles, gender, and race (Eby, 2010). The similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971)
suggests that the more similar another individual is perceived to be in comparison to oneself, the
more that person is liked. This similarity can be in terms of both visibly-salient (e.g., race or
gender) or attribute-focused (e.g., values) similarity and individuals who are perceived to be
similar on either of these dimensions will be attracted to each other (e.g., Ragins, 1997a; Ragins,
1997b; Lankau et al., 2005). Ensher and Murphy (1997) investigated the effects of both visiblysalient and attribute-focused similarity on the relationship quality among youth summer interns
(i.e., protégés) and full-time employees (i.e., mentors). They found that both visibly-salient (i.e.,
racial similarity) and attribute-focused similarity influenced the mentors’ liking of their protégés.
Frequently, the mismatch between a mentor and protégé is described in terms of the
similarity-attraction paradigm. For mentoring relationships, liking and attachment between
mentors and protégés is cited as playing a crucial role in the willingness of both parties to devote
the necessary time and energy needed to develop the mentoring relationship (Lankau et al.,
2005). For informal mentoring relationships, similarity and liking are assumed to be natural
components of this type of mentoring relationship; however, for formal mentoring relationships,
this may need to be built. That is, informal relationships tend to develop by mutual identification
(Kram, 1985). Under situations where mutual identification transpires, a mentor may choose a
protégé who is a reflection of a younger version of him-/herself. Meanwhile, a protégé typically
chooses a mentor who the protégé views as a role model. This mutual identification between the
protégé and mentor contributes to the feeling of closeness or intimacy in an informal mentoring
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relationship. In formal mentoring relationships, mentors tend to enter such arrangements due to
an organizational expectation or the desire to be better organizational citizens (Ragins et al.,
2000). Given the likely external pressures for mentors to engage in formal mentoring
relationships, they may be less likely to receive intrinsic rewards (e.g., the desire to contribute to
future generations) for their participation because they likely are entering mentoring
relationships because the organization says they should, rather than because of an internal desire
to do so. As such, formal mentors may be less intrinsically motivated than mentors in informal
relationships to personally invest themselves into their protégés’ development. For formal
mentoring, without the proper tools in place, mentors and protégés may not be able to find the
similarities and therefore not be able to cultivate the desire to invest in the mentoring
relationship. That is, in formal mentoring program, regardless of whether one is assigned to or
selects his/her mentor or protégé, that pairing decision may be motivated by factors beyond
perceived similarity (e.g., a motivation for a protégé gain greater visibility from a well-connected
mentor); however, with proper tools and resources, mentors and protégés can discover shared
experiences and interests.
In terms of demographic or visibly-salient dissimilarity, the differences may activate a
social categorization process that involves the use of stereotypes about out-group members
(Ragins, 1997b). The use of negative stereotypes will likely limit the development of liking and
negatively impact the interpersonal relationship. In particular, during the early interactions, racial
differences likely serve as a strong basis of assumed dissimilarity (Byrne & Wong, 1962; Frey &
Tropp, 2006; Robbins & Krueger, 2005; Vorauer, Main, & O’Connell, 1998). Conversely,
individuals tend to assume that their in-group members are more similar to them in terms of
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shared attitudes and traits than their out-group members are (Robbins & Krueger, 2005; West,
Pearson, Dovidio, Shelton, & Trail, 2009).
In mentoring relationships specifically, Ghosh (2014) suggested that in line with
relational demography and social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), mentors and protégés
that belong to the same social group (e.g., same race) will have a shared understanding of how
they are perceived by each other. Conversely, in demographically dissimilar dyads, the mentor
and protégé might hold misconceptions about each other’s behaviors and attitudes because of
stereotypes about each other’s group membership. This perceived similarity or dissimilarity
could in turn affect a number of important mentoring outcomes. Ghosh (2014) suggested that it is
the shared understanding about each other’s behaviors and attitudes that will lead to more
frequent interactions and increased mentoring support. Additional research on the similarityattraction paradigm has shown that similarity between individuals may result in more frequent
and enhanced communication, stronger relationships over time, higher social integration, and a
desire to maintain affiliation (e.g., Lincoln & Miller, 1979; Selfhout, Denissen, Brange, &
Meeus, 2009; Sunnafrank & Ramirez, 2004). Conversely, a diversified mentoring dyad may be
faced with a lack of personal comfort with each other, a less cohesive relationship, and inhibited
communication (Ragins, 1997a). These challenges in turn will constrain the developmental
activities and mentoring functions provided.
However, attraction may be influenced by different types of similarity over the course of
the relationship. A study by Lankau et al. (2005) found that demographic similarity was
important to mentors early on in the relationship, however, as the relationship progressed, it was
attribute-focused similarity that had the larger impact. Ultimately, both visibly-salient and
attribute-focused similarity may enhance mentoring functions, however, it may be that attribute-
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focused similarity has the greatest impact on mentoring functions in the long-term. Given that
research has evaluated mentoring relationships at different stages of relationship development,
Lankau et al.’s (2005) finding may help explain why some studies have shown a positive
association between racial or ethnic similarity in a mentoring dyad and the mentoring support
functions received by the protégé, particularity for psychosocial support and role modeling (e.g.,
Chun, Litzky, Sosik, Bechtold, & Godshalk, 2010; Ensher & Murphy, 1997; Ghosh, 2014;
Lankau et al., 2005; Thomas, 1990); while, others have failed to find an association (e.g., Brown,
Zablah, & Bellenger, 2008; Ensher et al., 2002; Ortiz-Walters & Gibson, 2005; Turban et al.,
2002).
Ultimately, the research on the similarity-attraction paradigm in mentoring relationships
provides a foundation for understanding why cross-race mentoring relationships struggle to
achieve the levels of success and support that same-race mentoring dyads do. This literature also
highlights that if cross-race dyads can find a way to get past the relationship hurdles that visiblysalient characteristics such as race can create and instead get to a point where they are focusing
on their other similarities (e.g., work ethics, values, and personalities), then their relationships
may be better situated to provide the benefits that same-race mentoring dyads experience. In the
current studies, the goal is to examine self-disclosure as a mechanism to help cross-race dyads
move past the visible differences by helping them to discover each other’s values, preferences,
and work styles and where they might have commonalities. However, while the similarityattraction paradigm provides evidence for why cross-race dyads struggle, it does not explain
what the mechanisms are that can help these dyads overcome their early relationship challenges
in order to succeed. To better understand how these relationships can be improved, I turn to
intergroup contact theory.
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Intergroup Contact
The research on the broader domain of intergroup relations has found that intergroup
interactions (i.e., interactions between an individual and an out-group member) are associated
with higher levels of anxiety and negative affect (Goff et al., 2008; Mendes et al., 2002; PageGould et al., 2008; Paolini et al., 2006; Plant & Devine, 1998) and produce higher levels of selfregulation (Dovidio, & Gaertner, 1998). Research suggests that both minority and majority
groups experience these challenges in intergroup interactions (e.g., Devine & Vasquez, 1998;
Hyers & Swim, 1998) and mentoring should be no different. For majority group members, there
is anxiety from the possibility of being perceived as prejudiced by minority group members
while minority group members experience anxiety from the possibility of being the target of
prejudice (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). These perceptions of being the prejudiced individual or the
target of prejudice shape expectations of both majority and minority group members when
entering an intergroup interaction such that individuals may fear rejection by the out-group
member and be more uncomfortable in these interactions (Page-Gould et al., 2008). It is from
this fear of race-based rejection that an individual may feel a heightened sense of anxiety and
discomfort when interacting with a member of a racial out-group.
One way this anxiety from interacting with out-group members can be mitigated is
through learning about and developing a deeper personal connection with a member of that outgroup. As an empirical example, West, Magee, Gordon, and Gullet (2014) found that upon
learning that one’s cross-race partner was similar to oneself in personal self-revealing attributes
(e.g., “would you rather be extremely lucky or extremely smart?”), individuals tend to
experience a reduction in anxiety regarding a potential interaction. In comparison, West et al.
found that for same-race (White-White) dyads, anxiety levels were not impacted by the self-
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revealing attributes. West et al.’s findings suggest that an intervention that facilitates a deeper,
more personal connection can help to mitigate the discomfort that can be associated with racial
dynamics in a cross-race dyad while at the same time leaving the already successful same-race
dyads minimally affected.
The West et al. (2014) study provides an example of a potential way to overcome the
challenges associated with cross-race relationships – increasing intergroup contact. That is,
intergroup attitudes can be improved when there is increased contact with out-group members,
and particularly when that contact is characterized by friendship (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2005;
2006; Tropp, 2007). It is important to note that a good portion of the intergroup contact literature
focuses on cross-group friendship because of the close, personal nature of this relationship.
While friendships and mentoring are not the same type of close relationship, they do have similar
characteristics that predict similar outcomes. That is, friendship and mentoring relationships both
can involve extensive and repeated contact over time that encourage greater degrees of shared
experiences, self-disclosure, and other relationship-building processes (Pettigrew, 1997).
Furthermore, given the close relationship that typically develops in high-quality mentoring
relationships, I viewed the evidence of cross-race friendship as evidence of what will likely
transpire in a cross-race mentoring relationship.
The contact hypothesis proposes that interacting with a member of an out-group can lead
to more positive attitude towards that group (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Turner et al., 2007).
Allport’s (1954) hypothesis specified four essential conditions for intergroup contact to have a
positive effect on attitudes such as reducing prejudice: (1) equal status within the situation, (2)
common goals, (3) intergroup cooperation instead of in-group competition, and (4) support of
authorities, laws, or customs. In their meta-analysis of 515 studies, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006)
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estimated that the meta-analytic mean effect size between contact and prejudice was r = -.21.
Furthermore, when they looked only at rigorous experimental studies, they found an even
stronger meta-analytic mean effect (r =-.33). Mentor relationships meet all of Allport’s (1954)
pre-conditions except for the first – equal status. Mentoring by definition is reliant on power
differentials with the protégé being more junior to the mentor and that power difference is further
exacerbated by racial power differences inherent in cross-race mentoring relationships (i.e.,
White mentor who has a greater deal of power in society than a minority protégé as a result of
racial group). When these power differences are considered within the context of the
aforementioned research suggesting individuals have a desire to avoid intergroup interactions
that produce discomfort or anxiety (Goff et al., 2008; Paolini et al., 2006; Plant & Devine, 2003),
it can result in differing levels of support for White and minority protégés when paired with
White mentors. As such, intergroup mentoring relationships must find a way to correct for the
inequality to create positive outcomes; one way to potentially do this is by influencing key
mediational processes.
Pettigrew (1998) noted that one of the shortcomings of Allport’s (1954) original
hypothesis was that it does not explain the process by which contact changes attitudes and
behavior. That is, it does not predict how or why change occurs. In their 2008 meta-analysis,
Pettigrew and Tropp examined three of the most commonly tested mediational processes in order
to examine how intergroup contact reduces prejudice. These three mediators were (1) increased
knowledge about the out-group, (2) arousal of intergroup anxiety, and (3) the facilitation of
empathy and perspective taking. They found that increased knowledge of the out-group via
intergroup contact was not strongly related to reduced prejudice. Anxiety reduction and empathy
and perspective taking both yielded strong mediational effects suggesting the importance of
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affective factors in intergroup contact. However, there is one additional mediator that Pettigrew
(1998) argued is of particular interest when considering the impact intergroup contact – selfdisclosure. Given its relevance to mentoring relationships, I focus on this variable in the current
study.
Thus far, I have detailed the benefits of mentoring and how cross-race mentoring could
be beneficial but cross-race dyads need to first overcome some obstacles before they can be as
effective as same-race White-White mentoring dyads. However, while the theoretical framework
of the similarity-attraction paradigm highlights some of the key sources of these obstacles,
intergroup contact theory suggests some potential ways to overcome them. Specifically, it is
intergroup contact theory that helps to inform the processes that could help to improve cross-race
mentoring relationships. In the following sections I will detail how self-disclosure, which
Pettigrew (1998) alluded to as a potentially important variable for improving intergroup
interactions, could help to improve cross-race mentoring dyads. Furthermore, I will detail how
interpersonal closeness and intergroup comfort, two mechanisms frequently discussed by
intergroup contact researchers, may serve as the mediators in the relationship between selfdisclosure and mentoring support outcomes.
Self-Disclosure
Self-disclosure is the voluntary presentation of information that is perceived as intimate
or personal by the other person (Miller, 2002). Self-disclosure is assumed to facilitate the
development and maintenance of interpersonal relationships (Reis & Shaver, 1988).
Furthermore, relationship satisfaction and liking one’s partner are assumed to be dependent on
the degree of self-disclosure among partners. Therefore, I will argue in the following sections
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that self-disclosure is a key pathway to developing high-quality mentoring relationships, and
high-quality cross-race mentoring relationships in particular.
Influence of Self-disclosure in Mentoring
Mutual self-disclosure has been a key feature of friendship development theories, which
argue that close relationships form as a result of the escalation of the breadth and intimacy of the
information shared between two individuals (Altman & Talyor, 1973; Reis & Shaver, 1988).
Mutual self-disclosure is conjectured to be particularly important during those initial interactions
in an interpersonal relationship because it can facilitate the desire of both parties to interact again
and form a relationship (Derlega, Winstead, & Greene, 2008). There are two key roles in the
self-disclosure process: the role of the discloser and the role of the disclosure recipient (Aron et
al., 1997; Collins & Miller, 1994; Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013). The discloser is the one
who shares personal information while the recipient listens and processes that information.
While self-disclosure can be one sided (i.e., one person is the discloser and one person is the
recipient), higher quality outcomes (e.g., liking, closeness, perceived similarity, and enjoyment
in the interaction) arise when the self-disclosure is reciprocal (Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire,
& Wallpe, 2013).
In mentoring relationships, liking and attachment between mentors and protégés is
instrumental in facilitating the willingness of both parties to devote the necessary time and
energy needed to develop the relationship (Lankau et al., 2005) and mutual self-disclosure has
been established as one important way to increase liking in a close relationship (Collins &
Miller, 1994; Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013; Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire, & Wallpe,
2013). In their meta-analysis, Collins and Miller (1994) supported that (1) people who engage in
personal disclosures tend to be liked more than people who disclose less personal information,
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(2) people disclose more to those whom they initially like, and (3) people like others as a result
of having disclosed to them. In a laboratory study, Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire, and
Wallpe (2013) found that when two strangers participated in reciprocal or mutual self-disclosure
(via a shortened adaptation of the Aron et al.’s (1997) Fast Friends exercise), they experienced
not only greater liking, but greater closeness and perceived similarity than those that did not
participate in reciprocal self-disclosure (i.e., only one person disclosed personal information).
Mutual self-disclosure is also associated with better mentoring outcomes. Ensher and
Murphy (2005) argue that self-disclosure is a differentiator between weaker and stronger
mentoring relationships. To support these assumptions, Bickle, Schneider, Perrewé, Blass, and
Ferris (2008) found that self-disclosure by the protégé predicted mentoring received (i.e., a
composite of career and psychosocial support) two years later. In his meta-analysis, Ghosh
(2014) found that the perceived level of self-disclosure, which was measured via self-report
questionnaires, was positively related to mentoring outcomes (i.e., psychosocial and career
mentoring collapsed together). Additionally, in their longitudinal study Wanberg, Welsh, and
Kammeyer-Mueller (2007) found that in mentoring relationships, higher self-disclosure from the
protégé was related to increased protégé satisfaction with the mentoring relationship and to
perceived positive impact of the mentoring relationship on job outcomes. Furthermore, Wanberg
et al. found that protégé disclosure was also associated with greater perceived psychosocial and
career mentoring for protégés.
However, while the Wanberg et al. (2007) study expands our knowledge of how selfdisclosure impacts mentoring outcomes through a longitudinal design that looks at both the
mentor’s and the protégé’s roles, it leaves some questions unanswered. First, the authors did not
explore how self-disclosure improves mentoring (i.e., what mediates the relationship). Second,
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self-disclosure was measured by asking protégés and mentors to report their level of selfdisclosure (i.e., one-sided); the study did not assess perceived reciprocal self-disclosure. The
current study will examine the impact of self-disclosure while also addressing some of the
limitations found in the mentoring literature in general and the Wanberg et al.’s study design in
particular. Specifically, I will explore how perceived reciprocal self-disclosure in a previously
established same-race and cross-race mentoring relationships impact mentoring outcomes while
also expanding our understanding of the mediators of this impact.
Self-disclosure and Cross-Race Dyads
In the intergroup contact literature, Pettigrew (1998) argued that mutual self-disclosure
might explain how close cross-group relationships are more effective than other forms of
intergroup contact. Moreover, Turner et al. (2007) found that self-disclosure was a strong
facilitator in the development and maintenance of close cross-group relationships. As stated
earlier, self-disclosure is the voluntary presentation of highly personal information to another
person (Miller, 2002). This definition implies a level of trust or comfort with the individual
(Petty & Mirels, 1981). People do not typically disclose personal information if they do not feel
that it is safe to share the information. However, in cross-race relationships that level of comfort
and security may not be present the way it is in same-race relationships.
In cross-race interactions, research suggests that there are some common assumptions and
misconceptions that would limit the level of comfort the dyad members experience in an
interaction and that would ultimately hinder the facilitation of organically-occurring meaningful
mutual self-disclosure. As discussed earlier, the literature suggests that there are preconceptions
and anxieties about potential stereotyping, whether as the target of the stereotyping (Jones, 2003;
Mendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie, Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002) or as the one holding or acting
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upon the stereotype (Goff et al., 2008; Sasaki & Vorauer, 2010), that factor into cross-race
interactions. And these anxieties can lead to more biased actions and feedback (Boykin & Smith,
under review; Crosby & Monin, 2007) as well as increase perceptions that critical feedback is
racially motivated (Mendoza-Denton, Goldman-Flythe, Pietrzak, Downey, & Aceves, 2010).
Self-disclosure may be a way to help a cross-race dyad overcome these relationship hurdles by
improving the interpersonal interactions between mentor and protégé.
Miller (2002) argues that mutual self-disclosure in intergroup contact may have a positive
impact (i.e., reduce prejudice) by promoting familiarity, perceived similarity, and better
processing of individuating information about the out-group member. Miller argues that mutual
self-disclosure helps to dissolve the boundaries that exist between in-group and out-group as well
as the misconception that the out-group is one homogenous group (e.g., all Blacks are the same).
This results in the out-group member being compared to the individual in terms of his/her unique
attributes, which allows for the opportunity for similarities between the two individuals to be
perceived. For example, a Black individual and a White individual may overcome their
assumptions of the other as a member of a particular racial group to realize that they have similar
hobbies. This in turn should facilitate more of the positive outcomes associated with the
similarity-attraction paradigm given that the out-group member is seen as more similar to oneself
than (s)he was prior to the self-disclosure.
Sprecher, Treger, and Wondra (2013) argued that, upon receiving disclosure from
another, the individual is able to gain more knowledge about who that person is. Through this
increased knowledge, Sprecher, Treger, and Wondra argue that there is a reduction in uncertainty
or ambiguity about both the interaction and the individual as well as an increased perception of
familiarity with the other. Additionally, Turner et al. (2007) argued that self-disclosure should
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result in a more positive evaluation of the out-group by generating empathy. The resulting
outcomes from self-disclosure that Sprecher, Treger, and Wondra (2013) and Turner et al. (2007)
reference (e.g., increase in knowledge, reduction of uncertainty, and increase empathy) are
related to many of the key components of the contact hypothesis (i.e., increased knowledge,
reduced anxiety, facilitated perspective taking; Pettigrew, 1998), which reinforces the link
between mutual self-disclosure and the assumptions and benefits of the contact hypothesis.
The benefits of mutual self-disclosure in cross-group relationships extend to more taskoriented relationships as well. In relation to goal pursuit, Turner et al. (2007) argued that in
relationships, self-disclosure should be perceived as important because self-disclosure can help
the individual acquire new and valuable information that can in turn help the individual’s
personal development and acquisition of important goals. Given that the goal of mentoring has
been traditionally to help the mentor and protégé develop and attain new resources, a cross-race
dyad in which the mentor or protégé sees the other member, an out-group member, as
comparable to an in-group member should result in the cross-race dyad realizing the same
resources and opportunities as same-race dyads.
In sum, mutual self-disclosure has been shown to help produce relationships that report
greater liking, closeness, and perceived similarity. In terms of mentoring, self-disclosure has
been found to relate to positive mentoring outcomes, including the two outcomes of interest:
increased career and psychosocial mentoring support (Wanberg et al., 2007). While the
relationship between mutual self-disclosure and the outcomes of interest have been empirically
supported, the nature of this relationship in cross-race dyads in comparison to same-race dyads
has not been empirically tested and is therefore one of the foci of the current proposal. This
pursuit is supported by intergroup contract researchers, who have suggested that mutual self-
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disclosure is an important process for aiding in the creation of more effective cross-group
relationships (Pettigrew, 1998; Turner et al., 2007). Therefore, I am hypothesizing:
Hypothesis 1: Across same- and cross-race mentoring relationships, protégés who report
greater self-disclosure will also report receiving more (a) psychosocial mentoring support
and (b) career mentoring support from mentors than those who report lower selfdisclosure.
Hypothesis 2: Across same- and cross-race mentoring relationships, mentors who report
greater self-disclosure will also report providing greater (a) psychosocial mentoring
support and (b) career mentoring support to protégés than mentors who report lower selfdisclosure.
Hypothesis 3: There will be an interaction between racial dyad similarity and selfdisclosure on mentoring support received. Specifically, when self-disclosure is low,
protégés in cross-race dyads will report significantly lower (a) psychosocial support and
(b) career support than protégés same-race dyads. When self-disclosure is high, protégés
in cross-race and same-race dyads will report similar mentoring support received.
Hypothesis 4: There will be an interaction between racial dyad similarity and selfdisclosure on mentoring support given. Specifically, when self-disclosure is low, mentors
in cross-race dyads will report significantly lower (a) psychosocial support and (b) career
support given than mentors in same-race dyads. When self-disclosure is high, mentors in
cross-race and same-race dyads will report similar mentoring support given.
Perceived Interpersonal Closeness
Exploring whether or not self-disclosure leads to stronger mentoring support outcomes
for protégés is valuable. But, it is also important to understand how self-disclosure can impact
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these outcomes and this is examined through the testing of potential mediators of this pathway.
One way that self-disclosure can facilitate greater mentoring outcomes is by creating closeness
between two individuals via a deeper understanding of one’s self and the other (Hinde, 1997).
Not only do mentors and protégés like each other more when they self-disclose personal
information and listen to the other self-disclose, they also feel closer to one another. The feeling
of closeness that result from self-disclosure are rooted in what Aron and colleagues refer to as
the self-expansion motivation (Aron & Aron, 1986, 1996, 1997). The self-expansion motivation
comes from the self-expansion model, which postulates that a central human motivation is selfexpansion and that people can seek expansion through interpersonal closeness or
interconnectedness between the self and the other in a close relationship, which Aron, Aron,
Tudor, and Nelson (1991) termed “inclusion of other in the self.” That is, people perceive
themselves to be close by perceiving their identity to overlap to some degree with another.
An overarching principle of the self-expansion model is that individuals seek to expand
the self by seeking to enhance their potential efficacy through acquiring physical and social
resources, perspectives, and identities that aid in the pursuit of their goals (Aron, Aron, &
Norman, 2001). The most important resource according to this theory is knowledge; however,
individuals also are likely to seek other resources such as social status, community, possessions,
and wealth. According to Aron et al., people’s motivation is not to actually achieve goals, but to
attain the necessary resources to achieve their goals. Through self-disclosure, individuals
increase their knowledge and understanding of their partner and this, in turn, should increase the
overlap between how they see themselves and how they see their partners (i.e., increases
perceived interpersonal closeness).

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

34

Interpersonal closeness via increased perceived overlap between oneself and one’s
partner has been translated into the process of self-categorization such that when an individual
categorizes themselves as a group member that in-group becomes, to some degree, a part of the
self (Smith, Coats, & Walling, 1999; Smith & Henry, 1996; Tropp & Wright, 2001). When one
self-categorizes, (s)he believes that the characteristics of the in-group are representative of the
self (Turner, Hewstone, Voci, & Vonofakou, 2008). For example, consider a resident of New
York City. For a resident of New York that believes (s)he is a true New Yorker, (s)he likely sees
other residents of the city as members of his/her in-group and feels that they have a shared set of
characteristics as New Yorkers (e.g., similar frustration with tourists). As such, when one New
Yorker meets another New Yorker, there is already a sense of overlap in their identities and a
perceived interconnectedness.
Interpersonal closeness produces conditions in which the individual acts as if the
characteristics and resources of the other are part of the self (Aron & Aron, 1986; Aron et al.,
1991; Aron et al., 2001) and as such, when in a close relationship, the other’s resources,
perspectives, and identities are perceived to be one’s own to some extent (Aron, McLaughlinVolpe, Mashek, Lewandowski, Wright, & Aron, 2004). Furthermore, this interpersonal closeness
leaves one concerned with the other’s needs given that his or her needs are viewed as one’s own
needs (Aron et al., 2001). This perception, in turn, facilitates a communal motivation or an
attention to and acting on the other’s needs. Aron et al. (2001) argued that when interpersonal
closeness is experienced, helping the other is equivalent to helping oneself.
Empirically, interpersonal closeness via including the other in the self has been found
across different contexts such as friendships and romantic relationships (e.g., Aron & Fraley,
1999; Mashek, Aron, & Boncimino, 2003), cross-group friendships (e.g., Wright, Aron,
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McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997), cross-race dyads (e.g., Page-Gould et al., 2008; Welker,
Slatcher, Baker, & Aron, 2014), coworkers (Thau, Aquino, & Poortvliet, 2007), work teams
(Hoogervorst, DeCremer, van Dijke, & Mayer, 2012), and initial interactions between strangers
(e.g., Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013; Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire, & Wallpe, 2013).
Furthermore, the measurement of interpersonal closeness using Aron, Aron, and Smollan’s
(1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS) measure has been assessed via numerous methods
including laboratory experiments (e.g., Hoogervorst et al., 2012; Smith & Henry, 1996;
Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013; Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire, & Wallpe, 2013; Welker
et al., 2014), and non-experimental field studies (e.g., Thau et al., 2007).
Interpersonal Closeness and Mentoring
The perception of interpersonal closeness via inclusion of other in the self facilitates the
conditions necessary for a successful mentoring relationship. That is, for mentoring to be
successful, both individuals must be committed to the relationship and be willing to share
information and valued resources with one another (Blake-Beard et al., 2007). Humbred and
Rouse (2016) argued that this identification of a cognitive overlap between oneself and another
in mentoring is an important yet understudied concept in mentoring. In particular, they argued
that by understanding the interconnectedness between a mentor and a protégé, we may be able to
better understand the variations that occur in the quality of mentoring relationships. Furthermore,
by not understanding the complex relationship interpersonal closeness has in mentoring
relationships, “we fail to understand a key interpersonal force that draws mentors and protégés
together and allows their relationship to function effectively over time” (Humbred & Rouse,
2016 p. 5).
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Humbred and Rouse (2016) posited that the highest quality mentoring relationships
involve the mutual integration of each other’s identities in the self. They argued that during
integration, an individual goes beyond a recognition of similarities and actually changes his/her
sense of self to be more similar to the other. Humbred and Rouse state that Aron et al.’s (1992)
Inclusion of Other in the Self framework is a good framework to understand this type of
closeness. They posit that integration occurs because mentoring interactions allow for the mentor
and protégé to move past surface impressions to learn more deeply about the other. Furthermore,
this interpersonal closeness is based on identification of similarities between the present selves of
the mentor and of the protégé. That is, while the protégé may be considering his/her future selves
(i.e., how this mentor will help the protégé achieve future goals) and the mentor may think of
his/her past selves (i.e., how this protégé reminds the mentor of who (s)he once was), they are
also both considering their present selves when interacting with one another (i.e., who they are at
this point in time and how they relate to one another). Humbred and Rouse (2016) suggested that
disclosing current interests, experiencing mutual vulnerability, and working through mutual
challenges, which are associated with interpersonal closeness, facilitates the development of
relational behaviors (e.g., mutual growth and trust).
Interpersonal closeness can help facilitate positive mentoring support outcomes. That is,
mentoring outcomes, both psychosocial and career support outcomes, inherently require actions
to be taken on both the part of the mentor and the protégé; the mentor must give support and
resources to the protégé and the protégé must be willing to receive that support and those
resources. While self-disclosure can bring the mentor and the protégé closer, it does not
automatically necessitate action on the part of either party; there needs to be a change in
perception of the referent other generated from the self-disclosure that motivates the mentor and
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protégé to act (i.e., give or receive mentoring support). Prior lab-based experimental research has
supported that self-disclosure leads to increased perceptions of interpersonal closeness (Aron et
al., 1997), and this increased closeness is argued to be motivational in that it creates the
perception that the referent other’s outcomes (rewards and costs) are to some extent considered
one’s own outcomes (Aron et al., 2001). As such, when there is a strong feeling of closeness, a
person is similarly motivated to support and help another person to achieve a goal as they would
be to achieve their own personal goals.
I am proposing that self-disclosure positively impacts mentoring outcomes through this
sense of interpersonal closeness. To help illustrate the proposed relationships between these
constructs, consider the following example. A mentor and protégé dyad engages in selfdisclosure at the start of their relationship. This leads both the protégé and mentor to better
understand the other person and how they are similar to the other, making them both feel close to
the other. This feeling of closeness creates the perception that by helping their partner, they are
helping themselves. Given that resources are perceived to be shared, the protégé feels that (s)he
is receiving greater benefits because (s)he has access to the mentor’s resources. It is worth
nothing that while the current study cannot not test for the temporal order of this mediation
pathway, the aforementioned research support the influence of self-disclosure on closeness (Aron
et al., 1997) and the importance of interpersonal closeness for the resource allocation associated
with mentoring outcomes such psychosocial and career support (e.g., Aron et al., 2001; Leitner
et al., 2018). For the mentor, perceived closeness leads the mentor to feel that helping the protégé
is like helping oneself; therefore, the mentor should be more willing to provide the necessary
benefits to the protégé so protégé succeeds. To summarize, I am hypothesizing:

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

38

Hypothesis 5: The positive relationship between self-disclosure and protégé’s perceived
(a) psychosocial support and (b) career support received will be mediated by increased
perceived interpersonal closeness with the mentor.
Hypothesis 6: The positive relationship between self-disclosure and mentor’s perceived
(a) psychosocial support and (b) career support received will be mediated by increased
perceived interpersonal closeness with the protégé.
Facilitating Interpersonal Closeness in Cross-Race Dyads
Due to some of the challenges that cross-race dyads face in terms of perceiving
similarities between each other, interpersonal closeness may not organically develop in crossrace dyads the way it does in same-race dyads. As such, facilitating the perception of closeness
may be particularly important for cross-race dyads. Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe (2001)
theorized that the development of a cross-group relationship is easier when individuals can find
overlapping identities and interests with those they have traditionally considered to be a part of
the out-group. Aron and McLaughlin-Volpe argued that through this process of finding
overlapping identities and thus facilitating these perceptions of interpersonal closeness, the outgroup friend will likely receive the same benefits traditionally afforded only to in-group
members. These positive effects of interpersonal closeness on the perceptions of out-group
members are supported by McLaughlin-Volpe, Aron, Wright, and Reis’s (unpublished) research,
who found that a person exhibited less prejudice towards an out-group when that person felt
greater inclusion of the other in the self for a member of that out-group. Furthermore, these
effects on prejudice occurred independently of the amount of out-group contact.
For same-race dyads, this process does not need to be facilitated because interpersonal
closeness is likely to develop given that the other individual in the dyad is a member of one’s
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racial in-group and research suggests that members of one’s in-group are already considered to
be a part of the self (Smith, Coats, & Walling, 1999; Smith & Henry, 1996; Tropp & Wright,
2001). In support of this, a stream of research has found that participants are slower at deciding if
they do or do not have certain characteristics (e.g., smart, mature, cowardly) when those
characteristics are not equally held by someone close to them or by someone in their in-group.
For example, a person may be slow to identify themselves as cowardly if their in-group is a
group of veterans, a group traditionally associated with bravery. However, this pattern did not
hold when the referent other was an out-group member. This suggests that the brain searches for
similarities and attempts to dismiss or deny dissimilarities between oneself and in-group
members, ultimately making it easier for us to feel close to these individuals. Meanwhile, the
brain can more easily distinguish out-group members from the self and therefore the interaction
does not result in the same degree of interpersonal closeness that is felt with in-group members.
This research showing that in-group members are typically already part of a person’s
concept of the self is important for the current study because it implies how high self-disclosure
can be associated with to comparable outcomes between cross-race and same-race dyads.
Specifically, if an in-group member is already considered a part of the self, then high selfdisclosure should not have as profound of an impact on the perception of interpersonal closeness.
Ultimately, I am proposing that high self-disclosure should reduce the discrepancy between the
level of interpersonal closeness experienced by same-race dyads and the level experienced by
cross-race dyads. Furthermore, given that a sense of interpersonal closeness is associated with
perceptions that the other’s resources are one’s own and that helping the other is comparable to
helping oneself, the elevated levels of interpersonal closeness for cross-race dyads should
translate into comparable perceived mentoring benefits for protégés and willingness to provide
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such benefits for mentors given the earlier arguments that interpersonal closeness will be
positively associated with these outcomes. In summary, I am hypothesizing the following
relationships for protégés and mentors:
Hypothesis 7: The racial similarity of the mentoring dyads will moderate the indirect
effects of self-disclosure on the protégé’s perceived (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support received through increased perceived interpersonal closeness with the
mentor. Specifically, I predict that for the protégés in cross-race mentoring relationships,
as self-disclosure increases so will their perceptions of psychosocial and career support
received via interpersonal closeness. For the protégés in same-race dyads, as selfdisclosure increases, there will be a weaker increase in either perceived psychosocial or
career support received via interpersonal closeness compared to protégés in cross-race
dyads.
Hypothesis 8: The racial similarity of the mentoring dyads will moderate the indirect
effects of self-disclosure on the mentor’s perceived (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support given through increased perceived interpersonal closeness with the
protégé. Specifically, I predict that for the mentors in cross-race mentoring relationship,
as self-disclosure increases so will their perceptions of psychosocial and career support
given via interpersonal closeness. For the mentors in same-race dyads, as self-disclosure
increases, there will be a weaker increase in either perceived psychosocial or career
support given via interpersonal closeness compared to mentors in cross-race dyads.
Interpersonal Comfort
Another way in which the self-disclosure may improve the quality of a cross-race
mentoring relationship is by increasing both the mentor and the protégé’s interpersonal comfort.
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Interpersonal comfort has been described as the perception that all involved parties (i.e., mentor
and protégé) trust that they can speak openly in the relationship and express their views and
opinions without fear of repercussions (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1999; Ortiz-Walters &
Gilson, 2005). One of the ways in which interpersonal comfort is fostered is through the
perception of a shared social identity as a result of similar life experiences (Deschamp, 1982;
Ragins, 1997a), which I argue can be fostered through the personal information shared during
self-disclosure.
While prior literature has not established the direct link between self-disclosure and
increased interpersonal comfort, there is some research to suggest that there should theoretically
be a link. First, there is an established association between self-disclosure and the reduction of
intergroup anxiety, or the arousal that occurs as a result of negative expectations of rejection,
discrimination, fear of behaving in an offensive manner in a cross-group interactions (Stephan &
Stephan, 1985). In particular, self-disclosure has been shown to improve the anxious mood
associated with intergroup interactions (Page-Gould et al., 2008) and research conducted more
broadly on intergroup contact suggests that close intergroup relationships have the potential to
attenuate intergroup anxiety (Levin, van Laar, & Sidanius, 2003; Paolini et al., 2006; Stephan &
Stephan, 1985; Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2002; Wright, Brody, & Aron, 2005). Therefore, as selfdisclosure decreases anxiety and the related negative interaction expectations, it is likely that the
individual will feel more comfortable opening up in the relationship and sharing more candid
opinions with their partner.
A second linkage between self-disclosure and comfort can be found in Allen, Day, and
Lentz’s (2005) research on cross-gender mentoring relationships, where they argued that
increased interpersonal comfort in same-gender dyads in comparison to cross-gender pairs was
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facilitated by shared experiences due to their shared gender; however, they were not able to
empirical verify this conjecture. Furthermore, in their study on mentors, Allen and Eby (2003)
theorized that mentors may pursue interpersonal comfort through perceptions of similarity when
first establishing the mentoring relationship. In the context of the current studies, arguments put
forth by these researchers suggest that increases in self-disclosure should facilitate an increase in
interpersonal comfort by helping to ease intergroup tension and allow the mentor and protégé to
feel more willing and able to share their views and opinions as well as highlight similarities and
shared experiences.
There is research to also suggest that interpersonal comfort is related to the outcomes of
psychosocial support and career support. In the workplace, interpersonal comfort is often named
as a key component of workplace bonding (Witkowski & Thibodeau, 1999). In the mentoring
literature, as a protégé and mentor perceive themselves to be more similar, there is an increasing
likelihood that interpersonal comfort will develop, which is theorized to be needed for the
mentor to provide the protégé with career and psychosocial support (Ghosh, 2014; Ragins,
1997a). Empirically, using a cross-sectional, self-report design, Allen et al. (2005) found that
interpersonal comfort fully mediated the relationship between gender similarity in mentoring
dyads (i.e., same-gender rather than cross-gender) and the mentoring provided (i.e., career
support, psychosocial support, and role modeling). Yet Sosik and Godshalk (2000) argued that
interpersonal comfort is likely lower in diverse mentoring dyads and, as such, there is likely less
psychosocial support and role modeling occurring in such dyads. Additionally, Thomas (1989)
theorized that given perceived societal racial taboos, cross-race mentoring relationships may face
constraints in the social interactions such as limited time interacting with one another that would
lead to lower interpersonal comfort in comparison to same-race mentoring relationships. While
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the racial taboos do still exist, the outcomes Thomas is referring to (e.g., being seen with
someone of a different race) may be expressed through different behaviors today (e.g., the
avoidance of racially-charged topics in the workplace); however, they likely still have the same
impact in that these behavioral outcomes may limit interpersonal comfort.
Building on this literature, the current study examines how self-disclosure can induce
interpersonal comfort in cross-race mentoring dyads and how that, in turn, will improve
mentoring support outcomes. While the current study cannot not test for the temporal order of
this mediation pathway, the aforementioned research supports such a prediction as the influence
of self-disclosure on constructs related to interpersonal comfort (Page-Gould et al., 2008) and the
importance of interpersonal comfort for psychosocial and career support (e.g., Allen et al. (2005)
have been supported in prior research. As such, I am hypothesizing the following:
Hypothesis 9: The positive relationship between self-disclosure and protégé’s perceived
(a) psychosocial support and (b) career support received will be mediated by increased
perceived interpersonal comfort with the mentor.
Hypothesis 10: The positive relationship between self-disclosure and mentor’s perceived
(a) psychosocial support and (b) career support given will be mediated by increased
perceived interpersonal comfort with the protégé.
Hypothesis 11: The racial similarity of the mentoring dyads will moderate the indirect
effects of self-disclosure on the protégé’s perceived (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support received through increased perceived interpersonal comfort with the
mentor. Specifically, I predict that for the protégés in cross-race mentoring relationships,
as self-disclosure increases so will their perceptions of psychosocial and career support
received via interpersonal comfort. For the protégés in same-race dyads, as self-
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disclosure increases, there will be a weaker increase in either perceived psychosocial or
career support received via interpersonal comfort compared to protégés in cross-race
dyads.
Hypothesis 12: The racial similarity of the mentoring dyads will moderate the indirect
effects of self-disclosure on the mentor’s perceived (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support given through increased perceived interpersonal comfort with the protégé.
Specifically, I predict that for the mentors in cross-race mentoring relationship, as selfdisclosure increases so will their perceptions of psychosocial and career support given via
interpersonal comfort. For the mentors in same-race dyads, as self-disclosure increases,
there will be a weaker increase in either perceived psychosocial or career support given
via interpersonal comfort compared to mentors in cross-race dyads.
Interpersonal Closeness and Comfort Pilot Study
Given a lack of a consistent definition of interpersonal closeness and a concern regarding
the overlap between the objective measures of interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort,
a pilot study was conducted to determine the appropriate items for the assessment of these two
constructs.
Method
Participants. The participants (n=142) in this study were current Ph.D. and Master’s
students who were student affiliates of a psychology professional association and who currently
had a relationship with someone that was considered to be a mentor.
Procedure. This study was conducted using an online survey. Recruitment was done
through an online message board for student affiliates (i.e., Ph.D. and Master’s student members)
of a psychology professional association. Before evaluating the piloted items, participants were
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given the definition of a mentor and asked to “please describe in a few sentences the relationship
you currently have with a mentor. What was the context of the relationship? What is he/she
doing to help you to accomplish your goals? How long ago did you form this relationship?” This
question was used to both prime the participants to think about a mentor as well as aid in the
verification of a true mentoring relationship. Next, participants were given the 26 items and
asked to evaluate them based on their existing mentoring relationships.
Measures. For this pilot test, 26 items were tested to assess the constructs of closeness
and comfort (see Appendices A-B). The 26 items we determined based on the operational
definitions of interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort. For interpersonal closeness,
items included the IOS scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992) and the items used by Leitner et al.
(2018) in addition to some new items generated for this study (e.g., “I feel that my mentor and I
are in sync with one another”). For the interpersonal comfort measures, the items developed by
Allen et al. (2005) were included along with new items generated for this study (e.g., “My
mentor and I speak candidly to one another”). The items were measured using a 7-point Likert
response scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Results and Discussion
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducting using principal axis factoring with a
direct oblimin rotation given that the factors were expected to be correlated (see Tables 1-2). The
EFA conducted on the 26 items piloted to assess interpersonal comfort and closeness produced
three factors (see Table 1). Parallel analysis, which compares eigenvalues produced in an EFA to
randomly generated eigenvalues, was utilized for decisions regarding factor retention (Hayton,
Allen, & Scarpello, 2004; Horn, 1965). In parallel analysis, EFA eigenvalues greater than the
generated eigenvalue should be retained while those less than the random eigenvalue should be
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considered to be a product of sampling error. For the current results, parallel analysis suggested
that all three factors produced in the rotated model should be retained.
However, after analyzing the factor loadings of each of the items, nine items were
discarded because they had loadings below .6 and/or because they had high cross-loadings (i.e.,
difference between loadings >.2) with other factors. This follows a more conservative approach
to determining the cutoff for item loadings (Matsunaga, 2010), which was selected given the
need to clearly distinguish between two related constructs. Additionally, only two items loaded
on to one of the three factors; while the two items were highly similar to one another (“I feel like
I know a lot about my mentor” and “I feel like I know who my mentor really is”), the fact that
they loaded on to a separate factor suggested that they were not a part of the focal constructs and
therefore were discarded. The resulting factor structure resulted in a two-factor structure with
eight items loading onto factor 1, which aligned with the construct of interpersonal closeness
(α=.916), and seven items loading onto factor 2, which aligned with interpersonal comfort
(α=.910). Due to an error in calculations, three items were dropped from the interpersonal
closeness measure in the main study; however, the resulting five-item measure included the
highest loading items and is in line with prior conceptualizations of the construct including four
of those items taken from prior measures of interpersonal closeness (e.g., Aron et al., 1992;
Leitner et al., 2018). As such, while future research should further investigate the factor
structure, there is no reason to believe there would be a noticeable impact on the conclusions
drawn. Internal consistency reliability for the five-item measure was acceptable (α=.904). For the
interpersonal comfort measure, the seven items were all constructed by the researcher, but they
are in line with the construct’s operational definition.
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Method
Participants
The participants in this study were full-time employees who work at for-profit
corporations that had been either a mentor or protégé in a mentoring relationship at that
organization (see Tables 3-4 for sample demographics). Recognizing that people can occupy
both the mentor and protégé roles, participants were asked to report on their most recent role,
which produced a sample of 164 mentors and 154 proteges. This sample size exceeds
recommendations made by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) using simulations, which found
that a sample of approximately 100 participants is needed to achieve a power of .80 using
moderated mediation analyses that produce medium to large effect sizes (i.e., regression
coefficients of .39 and .59 respectively according to Preacher et al.). It is important to note that
the sample of mentors and protégés were completely independent and they were not recruited as
dyads.
For the mentor sample, data was collected on 71 White mentors who had a White protégé
and 93 White mentors who had a minority (i.e., Black, Hispanic/Latino, or Asian) protégé. For
the protégé sample, I collected data on 74 White protégés with White mentors and 80 minority
protégés who had White mentors. While all mentors were White, protégés were from both
majority and underrepresented backgrounds; specifically, 48% identified as White (n= 74), 51 %
identified as minorities (n= 80). Note, all participants who identified as White and another race
were coded as a minority. The mentors were predominantly female (74 %, n= 122) and had a
mean age of 41.31 years old. Meanwhile, protégés were predominantly female (81%, n= 125)
and had a mean age of 33.12 years old. Additionally, 59 mentors and 43 protégés reported being
in same race and same gender, 66 mentors and 44 protégés were aligned on gender only, 12
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mentors and 31 protégés were aligned on race only, and 27 mentors and 36 protégés were not
aligned on race or gender.
Procedure
This study was conducted using an online survey. The participants were recruited through
Qualtrics Panel, a private research software company, through use of their online participant
recruitment system. Participants were compensated through Qualtrics. A rate of $12 per
participant was charged for use of Qualtrics’ panel service. To minimize order effect, the
measures were then randomized.
Before receiving the survey, participants received a series of screening questions (see
Appendix G) to further ensure a sample of participants who had experienced true workplace
mentoring relationships (i.e., mentoring of one employee by another employee). First
participants were asked to describe their relationship in order to validate that they were in such a
relationship. Specifically, they were asked to “Please describe the characteristics of this recent
mentoring relationship in 2-3 sentences. For example, describe one mentoring partner (without
using names) and what were some of the high-level goals of your mentoring relationship.” If
participants described a relationship with someone other than another employee (e.g., a relative,
a high school student, or a spiritual leader), they were discarded. Those who passed the screening
questions were then asked to think back to this one individual throughout the survey. To further
understand the nature of the relationship, participants were then asked if they were currently in
the relationship, how long they had been in the relationship, and if in a past relationship, how
long ago the relationship had ended. Participants were also asked about their employment status
at the time of the relationship to confirm that they were employed by an organization (i.e., not
self-employed, not retired, and not unemployed or on a leave of absence) and that their
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organization was a for-profit rather than a non-profit or educational institution. Finally, they
were asked about their race and gender as well as their mentor or protégé’s race and gender. Any
participant that did not pass these screening questions were then discarded by Qualtrics Panel.
Those participants who did pass all the screening questions were then directed to either a set of
questions for protégés or mentors detailed below depending on the relationship they identified in
the screening questions.
Measures
Self-Disclosure. Self-disclosure was assessed using a modified version of Wanberg and
colleagues’ (2007) six-item scale designed specifically for mentoring (see Appendix C). The
Cronbach’s alpha for Wanberg et al.’s original measure was not reported but a confirmatory
factor analysis for a one-factor model demonstrated good fit (χ2=23.51; RMSEA=0.098;
CFI=0.97; GFI=.95). They also demonstrated through a CFA that self-disclosure was distinct
from psychosocial support, career support, and perceived responsiveness of the mentor (another
variable of interest in their study) by examining a four-factor structure (χ2=52; RMSEA=0.01;
CFI=0.99; GFI=.90). It should be noted that Wanberg and colleagues used a different measure of
psychosocial and career support; however, the operational definition of the constructs were the
same. In the current study, the scale was modified to better capture the reciprocal nature of selfdisclosure. An example item from the original scale is “to what extent have you disclosed your
true feelings and emotions to your mentor?” An example item from the modified scale is “to
what extent have you and your mentor disclosed your true feelings and emotions to each other?”
The items were measured using a 5-point Likert response scale that ranges from “to a very slight
extent” to “to a very large extent.” Internal consistency reliability for self-disclosure in the
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current study was acceptable (mentor-sample α=.861; protégé-sample α=.870). See Table 5 for
additional descriptive statistics on the measures.
Interpersonal closeness. Interpersonal closeness was assessed using the five-item
measure determined in the closeness and comfort pilot (see Appendix D). To further validate the
interpersonal closeness measure, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run on the five-item
measure and all five items were retained. The CFA results are detailed below. Internal
consistency reliability for interpersonal closeness in the current study was acceptable (mentorsample α=.797; protégé-sample α=.859). See Table 5 for additional descriptive statistics on the
measures.
Interpersonal comfort. Interpersonal comfort was assessed using the seven-item
measure determined in the closeness and comfort pilot (see Appendix E). To further validate the
interpersonal comfort measure, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run on the seven-item
measure but only four items were retained. The CFA results are detailed below. Internal
consistency reliability for four-item interpersonal comfort in the current study was acceptable
(mentor-sample α=.837; protégé-sample α=.837). See Table 5 for additional descriptive statistics
on the measures.
Mentoring Functions. Mentoring functions were assessed by using adapted measures of
Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale (see Appendix F). Noe’s original scale was adapted for
the present study to measure both the protégé’s and mentor’s perceptions of the functions that the
mentor provided the protégé. The adapted version used in the present study consisted of (1)
rewording the items to focus on the workplace rather than the educational setting and (2) to
capture either the protégé’s or mentor’s perspective. The measure captured both psychosocial
and career support. The psychosocial support subscale consists of 14 items. An example of a
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psychosocial support item for protégés is “my mentor has demonstrated good listening skills in
our conversations,” while an example of a psychosocial support item for the mentor would be “as
a mentor, I have demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.” The career support
subscale consisted of seven items. An example of a career support item for protégés is “my
mentor gave me assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills,” while an example of
a career support item for the mentor would be “as a mentor, I gave my protégé assignments that
present opportunities to learn new skills.” The items were measured using a 7-point Likert
response scale ranging from “to a very slight extent” to “to a very large extent.”
Internal consistency reliability for the psychosocial support (mentor-sample α=.805;
protégé-sample α=.890) and career support (mentor-sample α=.788; protégé-sample α=.850)
measures in the current study were acceptable. These reliability coefficients are slightly lower
than those in Noe (1988)’s original study (psychosocial support α=.92; career support α=.89);
however, they are still within the acceptable range. Additionally, Noe (1988) showed a high
correlation between the two factors (r = .49), which is comparable to the current study (mentorsample r = .656; protégé-sample r =.621). See Table 5 for additional descriptive statistics on the
measures in the current study and Tables 6-7 for the correlation tables.
Control Variables. Control variables in the study include gender similarity and time in
relationship (see Appendix H). Gender was controlled for because prior literature has shown that
cross-gender dyads experience mentoring relationships differently from same-gender dyads
(O’Brien et al., 2010). Specifically, for the purposes of this study, Allen et al. (2005) found that
interpersonal comfort mediated the relationship between the gender similarity in a mentoring
dyad and the protégé reports of career and psychosocial mentoring support. In order to examine
the impact that the racial similarity of the dyad has on this mediator and the outcomes, I needed
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to control for the factor that has been found to impact the relationship. Additionally, given that
these mentors and protégés are from different mentoring programs that last for different lengths
of time and time can facilitate greater interpersonal closeness and comfort, time in relationship
was used as a control variable.
Results
Preliminary Analyses
To ensure data quality, Qualtrics Panel removed any participants who did not meet basic
quality checks such as passing the two attention check items (“if you are reading this, please
select strongly disagree”), failing to meet key screening criteria (e.g., must have been in a
corporate mentoring relationship or mentors must be White), and speeding (i.e., participant who
took one-third the median “soft launch” time to complete the survey). After Qualtrics’s data
quality checks, additional participant data was excluded because (a) participants displayed
careless responses such as reporting strongly agree to all responses including reverse coded
answers (n=15) and (2) they described a mentoring relationship outside of a workplace (n=20).
After taking into account all of these criteria, the initial sample of 353 was reduced to a final
sample of 318. Based on this final sample, the descriptive statistics and the correlations between
measures were calculated and can be found in Tables 5-7.
Given this data was collected from the same source and through similar methods (i.e.,
scale type, single administration), common method variance (CMV) was a potential concern. In
order to addresses this concern, procedural remedies were included in the design and analysis of
this study following recommendations made by Podsakoff, McKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff
(2003). Specifically, (1) measures were randomized in order to help control for any priming
effects that may occur from placing the independent and dependent measures in a particular
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order, and (2) only verbal labels were used and those labels have different endpoints for different
measures. However, given the high correlation between measures, it was still important to
statistically check for CMV in the current data. Therefore, a marker variable, or a variable that
should be theoretically unrelated to variables of interest, was used to provide a statistical test of
CMV. According to Lindell and Whitney (2001), if a marker variable exhibits a strong
correlation with the variables in the study, then it is a sign that CMV is an issue. In the current
study, this variable (a measure of HBCU stereotyping; see Appendix J) showed no significant
correlations with any of the study variable (see Tables 6-7). Furthermore, when examining the
partial correlations for study variables controlling for the market variable, there was no
meaningful change in the study intercorrelations. Ultimately, the results do not suggest CMV,
but this issue is further discussed in the limitations section.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the 12-item two factor measure
that emerged from the EFA in the pilot study. The results of these analyses can be found in
Tables 8-10. The model fit statistics were compared to conventional standards (i.e., CFI > .95,
TLI > .95, and an RMSEA<.06; Hu & Bentler, 1999). As Table 8 shows, the two-factor 12-item
structure did not meet these thresholds in both the mentor (CFI=.822, TLI=.782, and an
RMSEA=.169) and protégé (CFI=.915, TLI=.894, and an RMSEA=.102) samples. However,
after reducing interpersonal comfort from seven to four items, the scales reached acceptable
levels of fit (Kenny, 2014) in both the mentor (CFI=.972, TLI=.961, and an RMSEA=.068) and
protégé (CFI=.964, TLI=.950, and an RMSEA=.086) samples. It is important to note that given
the sample sizes were under the recommended size for a CFA (n < 200), Kenny (2014) suggested
that these marginal levels of fit are acceptable. The two-factor models were also compared to
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one-factor structure to ensure that interpersonal closeness and comfort could be considered
distinct constructs; when comparing the models, the reduced two-factor structure still held as a
better model than either a twelve- or nine-item single factor. Therefore, a five-item interpersonal
closeness measure and a four-item interpersonal comfort measure was used to test the study
hypotheses (see Appendix E).
Direct Effect Hypothesis. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were examined using multiple regression
to determine whether or not the degree of self-disclosure was related to greater psychosocial and
career support received by protégés (Hypothesis 1) and provided by mentors (Hypothesis 2).
Hypothesis 1 predicted that across same- and cross-race mentoring relationships, protégés who
reported greater self-disclosure would also report receiving more (a) psychosocial mentoring
support and (b) career mentoring support from mentors than those who reported lower selfdisclosure. Hypothesis 2 predicted the same relationship for mentors. For protégés, the
regression equation was significant (F (2,151) = 38.394, p =.000, f 2 =.508). There was also a
significant main effect for self-disclosure on psychosocial support (β =.560, t (153) = 8.030, p
=.000). Thus, Hypothesis 1a was supported. In regard to career mentoring support (Hypothesis
1b), the regression equation was significant (F (2,151) = 7.647, p =.01, f 2 =.101). There was also
a significant main effect for self-disclosure on career support (β = .268, t (153) = 3.287, p =.001).
Thus, Hypothesis 1b was supported. The results for Hypotheses 1 can be found in Tables 11-12.
For mentors (Hypothesis 2), the regression equation was significant (F (2, 161) = 37.053,
p =.000, f 2=.460). There was also a significant main effect for self-disclosure on psychosocial
support (β = .557, t (163) = 8.463, p =.000). Thus, Hypothesis 2a was supported. In regard to
career mentoring support (Hypothesis 2b), the regression equation was significant (F (2,161) =
7.974, p =.000, f 2=.100). There was also a significant main effect for self-disclosure on career
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support (β = .303, t (163) = 3.992, p =.000). Thus, Hypothesis 2b was supported. The results for
Hypotheses 2 can be found in Tables 13-14.
Moderation Hypotheses
Hypotheses 3-4 were moderation hypotheses. Moderation occurs when the strength
between a predictor (X) and an outcome (Y) are dependent on a third variable called a moderator
(W). To test these hypotheses, Model 1 from Hayes (2012) PROCESS macro for SPSS was used.
PROCESS is a macro for conducting conditional process analysis and estimates the
unstandardized model coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and confidence intervals using
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression for continuous outcomes (Hayes, 2013). PROCESS is
ideal for analyzing these hypotheses because (1) it allows for the estimation of moderation,
mediation, and moderated mediation, which are needed to test the hypotheses in the study, and
(2) it involves a bootstrapping approach.
A bootstrapping approach is a nonparametric approach to effect size estimation that does
not require assumptions to be made about the shape of either the variable or sample distributions
(Hayes, 2009; MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher et al., 2007; Preacher &
Hayes, 2008; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). It estimates the indirect effect (i.e., mediation) and test
the stability and consistency of those effects among multiple subsamples (Preacher et al., 2007;
Hayes, 2009). By treating a sample of size n as being a scaled representation of the population,
bootstrapping can generate an empirical representation of the sampling distribution of the
indirect effect. It is a type of resampling strategy for estimation and hypothesis testing (Preacher
et al., 2007) that provides an alternative to other approaches such as Baron and Kenny’s (1986)
causal steps approach and Sobel’s (1982) product coefficients test, which are argued to have
limitations (e.g., low power and an assumption of normal distribution). Tests of moderation,
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mediation, and moderated mediation using bootstrapping are not constrained by these limitations
which allows them to be applied to sample sizes that are small or moderate (e.g., 20-80; Efron &
Tibshirani, 1993; Preacher & Hayes, 2004) and allow it to be used in studies in which the
variables are not normally distributed (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). In line with the recommendation
by Hayes (2009), analyses used a bootstrapping method that re-sampled the observed data with
replacement 5,000 times.
Hypothesis 3 posited that there would be an interaction between racial dyad similarity
and self-disclosure on mentoring support received. Specifically, when self-disclosure is low,
protégés in cross-race dyads will report significantly lower (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support than protégés in same-race dyads. When self-disclosure is high, protégés in crossrace and same-race dyads will report similar mentoring support received. Hypothesis 4 predicted
the same relationship for mentors. When the racial similarity of the dyad was the moderator for
the relationship between self-disclosure and protégé perceptions of psychosocial support
received (Hypothesis 3a), the results did not support the hypothesis (ΔR2 = .001, F (1, 148) =
.255, p=.59). Then, when the racial similarity of the dyad was the moderator for the relationship
between self-disclosure and protégé perceptions of career support received (Hypothesis 3b), the
results did not support the hypothesis (ΔR2 = .000, F (1, 148) = .073, p=.878). Thus, hypothesis
3b was not supported. The results for Hypotheses 3 can be found in Table 15.
When the racial similarity of the dyad was the moderator for the relationship between
self-disclosure and mentor perceptions of psychosocial support given (Hypothesis 4a), the results
did not support the hypothesis (ΔR2 = .002, F (1, 160) = .438, p=.509). When the racial similarity
of the dyad was the moderator for the relationship between self-disclosure and mentor
perceptions of career support given (Hypothesis 4b), the results did not support the hypothesis
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(ΔR2 = .002, F (1, 160) = .293, p=.627). Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported. The results for
Hypotheses 4 can be found in Table 16.
Mediation Hypotheses
For Hypotheses 5-6 and 9-10, I examined the mediation effects that were proposed.
Mediation, which is also discussed as an indirect effect, occurs when the effect of the predictor
(X) on the outcome (Y) is transmitted through a third variable, the mediator (M; Edwards &
Lambert, 2007). To test these hypotheses, Model 4 from Hayes (2012) PROCESS macro for
SPSS was used to test the mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 5-6 and 9-10).
Hypothesis 5 predicted that a protégé’s interpersonal closeness with his/her mentor would
mediate the relationship between the self-disclosure condition and the protégé’s perceived (a)
psychosocial support and (b) career support received. Hypothesis 6 predicted the same
relationship for mentors. When predicting psychosocial support (Hypothesis 5a), the direct effect
of self-disclosure (c’ = .229, p =.000) was positive and significant. There was also a significant
positive relationship between interpersonal closeness and psychosocial support (b = .321,
p=.000) which suggests that as protégés perceive greater interpersonal closeness with their
mentors, their perception of psychosocial support received also increased. Furthermore, protégés
who perceived greater self-disclosure with their mentors also experienced greater interpersonal
closeness (a = .621, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .199)
based on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.110 to .306), indicating evidence of
an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given that the c’ path
(i.e., the direct effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal closeness only
partially mediates the relationship. The index of mediation (i.e., the effect size) was .260 with a
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confidence interval that excluded zero (.153 to .381). Ultimately, Hypothesis 5a was supported.
The results for Hypothesis 5a can be found in Table 17 and depicted in Figure 3.
When predicting a protégé’s perceived career support (Hypothesis 5b), the direct effect of
self-disclosure (c’ = .091, p=.288) was positive but non-significant. There was a significant
positive relationship between interpersonal closeness and career support (b = .274, p =.000)
which suggests that as protégés perceive greater interpersonal closeness with their mentors, their
perception of career support received also increases. Furthermore, protégés who perceived
greater self-disclosure with their mentors also experienced greater interpersonal closeness (a =
.621, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .170) based on 5,000
bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.063 to .323), indicating evidence of an indirect
effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. The fact that the c’ was non-significant but the
indirect effect was significant provides evidence that interpersonal closeness may fully mediate
the relationship between self-disclosure and career support. The index of mediation was .175
with a confidence interval that excluded zero (.067 to .319). Thus, Hypothesis 5b was supported.
The results for Hypothesis 5b can be found in Table 18 and depicted in Figure 4.
When predicting a mentor’s perceived psychosocial support given (Hypothesis 6a), the
direct effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .184, p =.000) was positive and significant. There was also a
significant positive relationship between interpersonal closeness and psychosocial support (b =
.221, p =.000) which suggests that as mentors perceive greater interpersonal closeness with their
protégés, their perception of psychosocial support given also increases. Furthermore, mentors
who perceived greater self-disclosure with their protégés also experienced greater interpersonal
closeness (a = .639, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .141)
based on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.085 to .198), indicating evidence of
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an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given that the c’ path
(i.e., the direct effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal closeness only
partially mediates the relationship. The index of mediation was .242 with a confidence interval
that excluded zero (.153 to .330). Ultimately, Hypothesis 6a was supported. The results for
Hypothesis 6a can be found in Table 19 and depicted in Figure 5.
When predicting a mentor’s perceived career support given (Hypothesis 6b), the direct
effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .079, p=.214) was positive but non-significant. There was a
significant positive relationship between interpersonal closeness and career support (b = .234,
p=.000) which suggests that as mentors perceive greater interpersonal closeness with their
protégés, their perception of career support given also increases. Furthermore, mentors who
perceived greater self-disclosure with their protégés also experienced greater interpersonal
closeness (a = .639, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .150)
based on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.088 to .220), indicating evidence of
an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. The fact that the c’ was nonsignificant but the indirect effect was significant provides evidence that interpersonal closeness
may fully mediate the relationship between self-disclosure and career support. The index of
mediation was .198 with a confidence interval that excluded zero (.116 to .291). Thus,
Hypothesis 6b was supported. The results for Hypothesis 6b can be found in Table 20 and
depicted in Figure 6.
Hypothesis 9 predicted that for protégé’s interpersonal comfort with one’s mentor would
mediate the relationship between the self-disclosure and the protégé’s perceived (a) psychosocial
support and (b) career support received. Hypothesis 10 predicted the same relationship for
mentors. When predicting psychosocial support (Hypothesis 9a), the direct effect of self-
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disclosure (c’ = .261, p =.000) was positive and significant. There was also a significant positive
relationship between interpersonal comfort and psychosocial support (b = .233, p =.000) which
suggests that as protégés perceive greater interpersonal comfort with their mentors, their
perception of psychosocial support received also increases. Furthermore, protégés who perceived
greater self-disclosure with their mentors also experienced greater interpersonal comfort (a =
.714, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .166) based on 5,000
bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.075 to .274), indicating evidence of an indirect
effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given that the c’ path (i.e., the direct
effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal comfort only partially mediates the
relationship. The index of mediation was .218 with a confidence interval that excluded zero (.105
to .335). Ultimately, Hypothesis 9a was supported. The results for Hypothesis 9a can be found
in Table 21 and depicted in Figure 7.
When predicting a protégé’s perceived career support (Hypothesis 9b), the direct effect of
self-disclosure (c’ = .163, p =.087) was positive not significant. Similarly, there was a not a
significant relationship between interpersonal comfort and career support (b = .137, p =.063).
Protégés who perceived greater self-disclosure with their mentors did experience greater
interpersonal comfort (a = .714, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect
(ab = .098) based on 5,000 bootstrap samples included zero (-.018 to .240), indicating a lack of
an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. The index of mediation was .101
with a confidence interval that excluded zero (-.019 to .239). Thus, Hypothesis 9b was not
supported. The results for Hypotheses 9b can be found in Table 22 and depicted in Figure 8.
When predicting a mentor’s perceived psychosocial support given (Hypothesis 10a), the
direct effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .225, p =.000) was positive and significant. There was also a
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significant positive relationship between interpersonal comfort and psychosocial support (b =
.161, p =.000) which suggests that as mentors perceive greater interpersonal comfort with their
protégés, their perception of psychosocial support given also increases. Furthermore, mentors
who perceived greater self-disclosure with their protégés also experienced greater interpersonal
comfort (a = .617, p =.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .100)
based on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.052 to .156), indicating evidence of
an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given that the c’ path
(i.e., the direct effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal comfort only
partially mediates the relationship. The index of mediation was .171 with a confidence interval
that excluded zero (.091 to .267). Ultimately, Hypothesis 10a was supported. The results for
Hypothesis 10a can be found in Table 23 and depicted in Figure 9.
When predicting a mentor’s perceived career support given (Hypothesis 10b), the direct
effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .139, p = .036) was positive and significant. There was a significant
positive relationship between interpersonal comfort and career support (b = .146, p =.009) which
suggests that as mentors perceive greater interpersonal comfort with their protégés, their
perception of career support given also increases. Furthermore, mentors who perceived greater
self-disclosure with their protégés also experienced greater interpersonal comfort (a = .617, p
=.000). A bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (ab = .090) based on 5,000
bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.018 to .174), indicating evidence of an indirect
effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given that the c’ path (i.e., the direct
effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal comfort only partially mediates the
relationship. The index of mediation was .119 with a confidence interval that excluded zero (.023
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to .234). Ultimately, Hypothesis 10b was supported. The results for Hypothesis 10b can be
found in Table 24 and depicted in Figure 10.
Parallel Mediation Hypotheses
To further understand how interpersonal closeness and comfort interact to uniquely
contribute to the relationship between self-disclosure and the outcomes, I did some additional
post hoc exploration using parallel mediation. Results indicated that for protégé perceptions of
psychosocial support (i.e., Hypotheses 5a and 12a), there was a direct effect of self-disclosure (c’
= .225, p =.000). Furthermore, results supported that self-disclosure was related to increased
interpersonal closeness (a1= .621, p =.000) and, in turn, interpersonal closeness was related to
increased perceptions of psychosocial support (b1= .314, p =.000). However, while results
supported that self-disclosure was related to increased interpersonal comfort (a2= .714, p =.000),
interpersonal comfort was not related to increased perceptions of psychosocial support (b2= .012,
p=.828). When controlling for interpersonal comfort, a bootstrap confidence interval for the
indirect effect (a1b1 = .195) based on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.102 to
.298) indicating evidence of an indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. In
contrast, the indirect effect for interpersonal comfort was not significantly different from zero
(a2b2 = .008; CI: -.067, .102). Thus, the results suggested that interpersonal closeness plays a
larger role in explaining the effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. However, given
that the c’ path (i.e., the direct effect) was significant, the results suggest that interpersonal
closeness only partially mediates the relationship. The index of mediation was .266 with a
confidence interval that excluded zero (.140 to .400). The results can be found in Table 25 and
depicted in Figure 11.
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Results indicated that for protégé perceptions of career support (i.e., Hypotheses 5b and
12b), there wasn’t a direct effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .124, p=.174). Results did however
support that self-disclosure was related to increased interpersonal closeness (a1= .621, p =.000)
and, in turn, interpersonal closeness was related to increased perceptions of career support (b1=
.331, p =.000). Conversely, while results supported that self-disclosure was related to increased
interpersonal comfort (a2= .714, p =.000), interpersonal comfort was not related to increased
perceptions of career support (b2= -.096, p=.297). When controlling for interpersonal comfort, a
bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (a1b1 = .205) based on 5,000 bootstrap
samples was entirely above zero (.074 to .368) indicating evidence of an indirect effect of selfdisclosure on career support. In contrast, the indirect effect for interpersonal comfort was not
significantly different from zero (a2b2 = -.069; CI: -.191, .082). Thus, the results suggested that
interpersonal closeness plays a larger role in explaining the effect of self-disclosure on career
support. Furthermore, given that the c’ was non-significant but the indirect effect was significant
provides evidence that interpersonal closeness may fully mediate the relationship between selfdisclosure and career support. The index of mediation was .141 with a confidence interval that
excluded zero (.007 to .314). The results can be found in Table 26 and depicted in Figure 12.
Results indicated that for mentor perceptions of psychosocial support (i.e., Hypotheses 6a
and 10a), there was a direct effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .176, p =.000). Furthermore, results
supported that self-disclosure was related to increased interpersonal closeness (a1= .639, p =.000)
and, in turn, interpersonal closeness was related to increased perceptions of psychosocial support
(b1= .199, p =.000). However, while results supported that self-disclosure was related to
increased interpersonal comfort (a2= .617, p =.000), interpersonal comfort was not related to
increased perceptions of psychosocial support (b2= .036, p=.401). When controlling for

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

64

interpersonal comfort, a bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (a1b1 = .127) based
on 5,000 bootstrap samples was entirely above zero (.058 to .200) indicating evidence of an
indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. In contrast, the indirect effect for
interpersonal comfort was not significantly different from zero (a2b2 = .022; CI: -.029, .087).
Thus, the results suggested that interpersonal closeness plays a larger role in explaining the effect
of self-disclosure on psychosocial support. The index of mediation was .256 with a confidence
interval that excluded zero (.169 to .346). The results can be found in Table 27 and depicted in
Figure 13.
Results indicated that for mentor perceptions of career support (i.e., Hypotheses 6b and
10b), there wasn’t a direct effect of self-disclosure (c’ = .080, p =.223). Results did however
support that self-disclosure was related to increased interpersonal closeness (a1= .639, p =.000)
and, in turn, interpersonal closeness was related to increased perceptions of career support (b1=
.237, p =.001). However, while results supported that self-disclosure was related to increased
interpersonal comfort (a2= .617, p =.000), interpersonal comfort was not related to increased
perceptions of career support (b2= -.004, p =.950). When controlling for interpersonal comfort, a
bootstrap confidence interval for the indirect effect (a1b1 = .151) based on 5,000 bootstrap
samples was entirely above zero (.073 to .242) indicating evidence of an indirect effect of selfdisclosure on career support. In contrast, the indirect effect for interpersonal comfort was not
significantly different from zero (a2b2 = -.003; CI: -.090, .091). Thus, the results suggested that
interpersonal closeness plays a larger role in explaining the effect of self-disclosure on career
support. Furthermore, given that the c’ was non-significant but the indirect effect was significant
provides evidence that interpersonal closeness may fully mediate the relationship between self-
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disclosure and career support. The index of mediation was .196 with a confidence interval that
excluded zero (.099 to .306). The results can be found in Table 28 and depicted in Figure 14.
Moderated Mediation Hypotheses
Finally, for Hypotheses 7-8 and 11-12, I examined the moderated mediation processes
proposed. Moderated mediation is considered to be a conditional indirect effect and occurs when
the magnitude of the mediation or indirect effect is conditional on the value of a moderator
(Preacher et al., 2007). To examine the moderated mediation pathways that are predicted for
Hypotheses 7-8 and 11-12, I used PROCESS Model 59 (see Figure 15). Although, I am only
hypothesizing moderation on the “a” path (i.e., the path between the self-disclosure and either
interpersonal closeness or interpersonal comfort), I am using a model that analyzes the
moderation on all paths in order to control for the moderation effect on all other paths.
Hypothesis 7 posited that the racial similarity of the mentoring dyads would moderate the
indirect effects of self-disclosure on the protégé’s perceived (a) psychosocial support and (b)
career support received through increased perceived interpersonal closeness with the mentor.
Specifically, I predicted that for the protégés in cross-race mentoring relationships, as selfdisclosure increases so would the associated perceptions in psychosocial and career support
received via interpersonal closeness. For the protégés in same-race dyads, as self-disclosure
increases, there would be a weaker increase in either perceived psychosocial or career support
received via interpersonal closeness compared to protégés in cross-race dyads. Hypothesis 8
predicted the same relationship for mentors. For protégé’s perceived psychosocial support
(Hypothesis 7a), the model coefficients are shown in Table 29. The confidence interval (-.239 to
.119) for the index of moderated mediation (-.062) contained zero, providing no evidence that
dyad’s racial similarity moderated the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial
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support received via interpersonal closeness. Thus, Hypothesis 7a was not supported. For
protégé’s perceived career support (Hypothesis 7b), the model coefficients are shown in Table
30. The confidence interval (-.385 to .100) for the index of moderated mediation (-.165)
contained zero, so there was no evidence that dyad’s racial similarity moderated the relationship
between self-disclosure and career support received via interpersonal closeness. Thus,
Hypothesis 7b was not supported.
For mentor’s perceived psychosocial support given (Hypothesis 8a), the model
coefficients are shown in Table 31. The confidence interval (-.213 to -.005) for the index of
moderated mediation (-.115) did not contain zero, providing evidence that dyad’s racial
similarity moderated the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial support given via
interpersonal closeness. The direct effect of self-disclosure on mentor perceptions of
psychosocial support given (c’ = .163, p =.002) was positive and significant. There was also a
significant positive relationship between self-disclosure and interpersonal closeness (a = .707, p
=.000) and then between interpersonal closeness and psychosocial support (b = .267, p =.000).
However, the interaction between self-disclosure and the dyad racial similarity was not
significant (X*W=.064, p =.432); instead, the interaction between interpersonal closeness and
the dyad racial similarity was significant at a less stringent value (M*W= -.112, p =.095). When
examining the conditional indirect effect of self-disclosure on psychosocial support via
interpersonal closeness, the findings suggest that the effect for cross-race dyads is stronger (.189;
CI: .112, .268) than for same-race dyads (.074; CI: .017, .150) but both effects are significant.
This suggests that mentors in both same-race and cross-race dyads perceive giving greater
psychosocial support to their protégés when they feel closer to them; however, that perception is
stronger for those mentors with minority protégés (i.e., those in cross-race dyads). Thus,
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Hypothesis 8a was partially supported and the M*W interaction is depicted in Figure 16. For
mentor’s perceived career support given (Hypothesis 8b), the model coefficients are shown in
Table 32. The confidence interval (-.142 to .134) for the index of moderated mediation (-.011)
contained zero, so there was no evidence that dyad’s racial similarity moderated the relationship
between self-disclosure and career support given via interpersonal closeness. Thus, Hypothesis
8b was not supported.
Hypothesis 11 posited the racial similarity of the protégé’s relationship would moderate
the strength of the mediated relationships between self-disclosure and the protégé’s perceived (a)
psychosocial support and (b) career support via interpersonal comfort such that the mediated
relationship would be stronger for protégé’s in cross-race mentoring relationships than those in
same-race mentoring relationships. Hypothesis 12 predicted the same relationship for mentors.
For protégé’s perceived psychosocial support (Hypothesis 11a), the model coefficients are shown
in Table 33. The confidence interval (-.268 to .131) for the index of moderated mediation (-.060)
contained zero, so there was no evidence that dyad’s racial similarity moderated the relationship
between self-disclosure and psychosocial support received via interpersonal comfort. Thus,
Hypothesis 11a was not supported. For protégé’s perceived career support (Hypothesis 11b), the
model coefficients are shown in Table 34. The confidence interval (-.488 to .031) for the index
of moderated mediation (-.227) contained zero, so there was no evidence that dyad’s racial
similarity moderated the relationship between self-disclosure and career support received via
interpersonal comfort. Thus, Hypothesis 11b was not supported.
For mentor’s perceived psychosocial support given (Hypothesis 12a), the model
coefficients are shown in Table 35. The confidence interval (-.129 to .086) for the index of
moderated mediation (-.023) did contain zero, so there was no evidence that dyad’s racial
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similarity moderated the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial support given via
interpersonal comfort. Thus, Hypothesis 12a was not supported. For mentor’s perceived career
support given (Hypothesis 12b), the model coefficients are shown in Table 36. The confidence
interval (-.164 to .118) for the index of moderated mediation (-.024) contained zero, so there was
no evidence that dyad’s racial similarity moderated the relationship between self-disclosure and
career support given via interpersonal comfort. Thus, Hypothesis 12b was not supported.
Research Question
The research question asked if racial similarity and gender similarity followed similar
patterns as moderators in the proposed relationships between self-disclosure and the support
outcomes. To assess this question, I re-ran the moderation hypotheses (Hypotheses 5-6) and the
moderated mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 7-8 and 11-12) with the dyad’s gender similarity
(same-gender or cross-gender) as the moderator and the dyad’s racial similarity (same-race or
cross-race) as the control variable. For the moderation of self-disclosure on psychosocial support
and career support, gender similarity did not moderate the relationships for neither protégés nor
mentors. Furthermore, the index of moderated mediation for all test of moderated mediation
contained zero, suggesting that gender similarity did not moderate any of these relationships.
Taken together, the results suggest that the gender similarity of the mentoring dyads did not
impact these relationships; meanwhile, given the significant finding for Hypothesis 8a, race did
play a role in explaining some of the variance in mentor perception at least. However, it is
important to highlight that the samples were heavily skewed towards women, which may have
impacted the lack of significant moderation findings. Furthermore, ideally 2 (same-gender dyads
vs. cross-gender dyads) x 2 (same-race dyads vs. cross-race dyads) ANOVAs would have been
run to further examine this question; however, due to the predominantly female sample, there
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was not enough power to conduct this test. However, future research should examine these
relationships in a more gender-balanced sample.
Discussion
The goal of this study was to (1) establish how naturally-occurring mutual self-disclosure
in previously established cross-race and same-race mentoring relationships could impact
psychosocial and career mentoring outcomes and (2) how interpersonal closeness and comfort
mediated these relationships Furthermore, I explored a research questions about how racial and
gender similarities of mentoring dyads may differentially moderate the hypothesized
relationships. A summary of the findings for all the hypotheses tested can be found in Table 37,
Summary and Interpretation of Results
Relationship between self-disclosure and mentoring support. First, it was predicted
that self-disclosure would be positively related to both psychosocial support and career support
(1) received by protégés and (2) given by mentors regardless of racial similarity in the mentoring
dyad. Both these hypotheses were supported, suggesting as protégés and mentors perceived that
they voluntarily shared greater levels of information that was perceived to be intimate or
personal in their mentoring relationships, they also perceived giving or receiving increased
benefits such as (1) role modeling, counseling, and friendship (i.e., psychosocial support) and (2)
exposure, visibility, protection, and challenging assignments (i.e., career support). The findings
for protégés are consistent with prior research that found self-disclosure predicted mentoring
support (Ferris, 2008; Wanberg et al., (2007), while also expanding on them by suggesting that
self-disclosure is also related to mentors’ perceptions of the benefits they are giving their
protégés.
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Interpersonal comfort and interpersonal closeness as mediators. When assessing the
proposed mediation effects, the findings suggested that interpersonal closeness partially
mediated the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial support while fully mediated
the relationship between self-disclosure and career support for both mentors and protégé. For
interpersonal comfort, comfort partially mediated the relationship between self-disclosure and
psychosocial support for both mentors and protégé. Meanwhile, contrary to expectations,
interpersonal comfort did not significantly mediate this relationship for protégés suggesting that
comfort was not associated with career support benefits; however, it partially mediated the
relationship for mentors. To further explore the unique contributions of interpersonal closeness
and comfort, parallel mediation models with interpersonal closeness and comfort as simultaneous
mediators suggested that interpersonal closeness may be primarily driving the mediation effects
from both the protégé and mentor perspectives for psychosocial and career support.
These results are in line with prior findings that self-disclosure leads to increased
perceptions of interpersonal closeness (Aron et al., 1997) and builds on it by establishing that
interpersonal closeness subsequently leads to increased psychosocial and career support.
Furthermore, both the significant mediation effects for interpersonal closeness support the selfexpansion motivation theory (Aron & Aron, 1986, 1996, 1997), which postulates that people are
motivated to seek expansion of oneself through interpersonal closeness or interconnectedness
between the self and another person and this closeness creates a perception that their identity
overlaps to some degree with that person, which ultimately leaves them concerned with the
other’s needs given that his or her needs are viewed as one’s own needs (Aron et al., 2001). As
the results of the current study support, increasing self-disclosure facilitates a greater perception
of closeness or overlap between mentor and protégé and this in turn results in both mentors and
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protégés perceiving that the mentors gave the protégés greater psychosocial and career support
(i.e., resources).
However, one interesting deviation is that for both mentors and protégés, closeness only
partially mediated the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial support while it
fully mediated the relationship between self-disclosure and career support. One explanation for
this is that career support is typically a more visible form of support not only to the mentor and
protégé but also to others in the organization and, as such, the mentor and protégé would need to
have a close relationship to result in the mentor investing those resources and social capital into
the protégé. For example, to give a protégé exposure opportunities and sponsorship, the mentor
would need to put his or her reputation on the line to introduce his or her protégé to fellow
colleagues and senior leaders. However, for psychosocial support, while closeness is still
important to invest one’s personal energy into the relationship, there could be other contributing
factors that influence how disclosing of personal information can be associated with greater
psychosocial support such as trust or reduced interpersonal anxiety. Future research should
explore if these other potential contributing factors help to explain more of the relationship
between self-disclosure and the support outcomes in mentoring relationships.
For interpersonal comfort, this is the first study to establish a link between mutual selfdisclosure and interpersonal comfort for both mentors and protégés; however, it does align with
prior literature that states that interpersonal comfort is fostered through the perception of a shared
social identity as a result of discovering commonalities and similar life experiences (Allen &
Eby, 2003; Deschamp, 1982; Ragins, 1997a). Furthermore, the different patterns of results for
psychosocial and career support, while unexpected, do align with the nature of interpersonal
comfort and the two support functions. That is, interpersonal comfort is defined as the perception
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that all involved parties (i.e., mentor and protégé) trust that they can speak openly in the
relationship and express their views and opinions without fear of repercussions (Rusbult et al.,
1999; Ortiz-Walters & Gilson, 2005). Psychosocial support, that is behaviors such as role
modeling, counseling, and friendship, is more personal in nature (Kram, 1983; Scandura &
Pellegrini, 2007) and as such, likely requires a stronger sense of trust from both mentoring
partners that they can speak candidly to one another in order to get the interpersonal support they
need. Conversely, career support is much more tactical in nature and may not require such
candidness for protégés to perceive greater career benefits; meanwhile, mentors are investing
their reputation, time, and social capital to provide that career support and it appears important
for them to establish that comfort to speak openly in order for them to provide those resources.
Lastly, given that the impact of comfort becomes insignificant in the parallel mediations along
the path between interpersonal comfort and the mentoring outcomes, the results suggest that
comfort may not be enough to motivate mentors to give protégés greater psychosocial and career
support. However, since comfort is significant when tested independently of interpersonal
closeness, future research is needed to further explore these findings. I believe that such research
will demonstrate a continued relationship between interpersonal comfort and self-disclosure; but,
closeness will continue to emerge as the significant mediator of the relationship between selfdisclosure and the support outcomes above and beyond comfort as closeness is more
theoretically aligned to resource allocation in relationships.
Influence of race. When examining how the dyad’s racial similarity may serve as a
moderator of the relationship between self-disclosure and psychosocial and career support, the
results were not significant, suggesting that neither mentors nor protégés in either cross-race or
same-race dyads differed in how increased self-disclosure in their relationships resulted in
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increased career or psychosocial support. This could suggest that the benefits of mentoring
relationships could be positively influenced by greater self-disclosure regardless of the similarity
of the dyad.
When examining how dyad’s racial similarity moderated the mediations of selfdisclosure on psychosocial and career support via interpersonal closeness or comfort, the
moderated mediation tests were all insignificant for protégés, which suggests that the mediation
pathways were not perceived differently by protégés in same-race or cross-race mentoring
relationships. For mentors, the moderated mediation tests on the relationship between selfdisclosure and psychosocial and career support via interpersonal comfort were also insignificant
as was the moderation by racial similarity in the mediation of self-disclosure and career support
via interpersonal closeness.
Overall, the results for these moderated mediation relationships indicate that once these
relationships are formed, the mentors’ and protégés’ feelings of closeness or comfort influence
the relationship more so than intergroup differences such as race. This aligns with Lankau et al.’s
(2005) finding that the influence of racial dissimilarity may fade over time (i.e., a 10-month
period in the Lankau et al., study); in the current context of a sample of mentors and protégés
referencing current or past mentoring relationships, these participants may have already
progressed past the point where racial differences are influential. Furthermore, these finding
could also imply that prior findings about cross-race mentoring difficulties is more related to the
issue of access to quality mentors rather than the dynamics that occur within the relationship
after it is established. That is, when faced with feelings of dissimilarity or interpersonal anxiety,
the individual may not even enter a potential mentoring relationship with someone from their
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out-group; but, once they do decide to move forward, they are more open to learning about their
partner.
While most of the moderated mediation results were not significant, the moderation by
racial similarity in the mediation of self-disclosure and psychosocial support via interpersonal
closeness for mentors was significant but not in the way predicted. The current findings
suggested that in cross-race mentoring relationships, the mentors’ perceptions of giving
psychosocial support to their protégés was more strongly related to their feelings of closeness to
them than it was to mentors in same-race dyads. Said another way, it is the mentor’s perception
that they are close to their minority protégé that is important for them to then feel like they can
dedicate the energy and resources to providing the protégé with the appropriate supportive
behaviors like being a better role model and coach. This contradicted the prediction that the
racial similarity of the dyad would influence how self-disclosure related to stronger feelings of
closeness.
While this relationship was not expected, there is research to explain this pattern of
results. That is, as previously acknowledged, psychosocial support is perceived to be more
difficult to cultivate in cross-race mentoring relationships, with minority protégés typically
feeling the need to seek out an individual of the same race as a secondary mentor to provide that
type of support (Thomas & Alderfer, 1989). As such, even though mutual self-disclosure may be
enough to increase interpersonal closeness for both mentors in same-race and cross-race
relationships equally, the relationship is more complicated when deciding if one is willing to
invest personally in providing the psychosocial support to their protégé. In particular, as the
research discussed earlier states, individuals may be motivated to avoid meaningful interactions
with out-group members (Goff et al., 2008; Paolini et al., 2006; Plant & Devine, 2003) but, when
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closeness is cultivated, it opens up the opportunity for the out-group friend to be seen as
deserving of the same benefits traditionally afforded only to in-group members (Aron &
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2001) and therefore the individual should be less avoidant of engaging in the
relationship. In the current research, closeness appears to be an important precursor for White
mentors in cross-race relationships to feel comfortable engaging in a meaningful relationship and
engaging in the more personal aspects of mentoring (i.e., providing psychosocial mentoring
support). Conversely, in the same-race relationships, since a White protégé is already a part of a
White mentor’s in-group, this perception of closeness is a less important precondition for
providing psychosocial support.
Influence of Gender Similarity. After testing the proposed hypotheses, I also explored a
key research question, which examined whether any of the relationships were explained
differently as a function of the gender similarity of the mentoring dyads instead of their racial
similarity. Therefore, I re-ran all the moderation and moderated mediation hypotheses with
gender similarity (i.e., classified as same-gender or cross-gender dyad) as the moderator instead
of racial similarity. I found that the gender similarity of the dyad did not significantly predict any
of the relationships in this study. This suggests that gender similarity did not influence the
interpersonal dynamics of interest. It is important to note that the current mentor and protégé
samples were both predominately female and, as such, may not have captured the nuances of the
relationship between cross-gender mentoring relationships. The impact of the predominately
female sample is discussed in more detail below as both a limitation and how it may inform
future explorations into cross-gender and cross-race mentoring.
Theoretical implications
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The current study has a number of theoretical implications. First, the current study further
improves our understanding of cross-race mentoring relationships. As mentioned earlier, Eby et
al.’s meta-analysis (2013) only found 12 studies that examined the race of the protégé and five
studies evaluating the race of the mentor and there are only three known subsequent articles on
workplace mentoring and race (Martin & Bok, 2015; Ragins et al., in press; Robinson & Reio,
2012). Furthermore, the benefits and challenges of forming cross-race dyads have been
theoretically explored (e.g., Blake-Beard et al., 2007; Ragins, 1997a); however, there has been
limited empirical testing of these theoretical propositions (Eby et al., 2013). As both racial
diversity in the workplace and the importance of mentoring for employees increases, so does the
value of examining and understanding the impact racial similarity has on mentoring
relationships. This study expanded our understanding of these dynamics and showed that a
dyad’s racial similarity may not impact established relationships for protégés but may impact
White mentors who are trying to navigate a relationship with a minority protégé. Future research
should continue to explore both the challenges or barriers cross-race mentoring relationships face
as well as the benefits to such relationships. These relationships should also be examined to
understand the nuances between racial groups as it is possible that minority protégés and mentors
may act and respond differently mentoring relationships depending on their racial group.
Furthermore, in a more gender-balanced sample, researchers should continue to explore how
cross-race and cross-gender relationships differ as there is little research to suggest that they
should be treated similarly.
Secondly, the current study builds upon our understanding of how interpersonal dynamics
impact mentoring relationships (i.e., self-disclosure, interpersonal closeness, and interpersonal
comfort) and, moreover, explored those dynamics from both the perspective of the mentor and
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the protégé. Boykin and colleagues (2015) asserted that in order to facilitate closer intergroup
relationships (e.g., closer cross-race mentoring relationship), we must find ways to discover and
explore our similarities while also respecting the ways that we are different. Additionally,
researchers have theorized that interpersonal dynamics such as power dynamics (Ragins, 1997b),
identification with one’s partner (Humbred & Rouse, 2016), and perceived competence
(Linnehan et al., 2005) hinder minority protégés from receiving the same mentoring benefits as
White protégés. Through the exploration of interpersonal dynamics such as mutual selfdisclosure, perceived interpersonal closeness, and perceived interpersonal comfort as
mechanisms that may alter the perceived benefits given to the protégé from both the mentor and
protégé perspective, we now have a better understanding of the impact these mechanisms have
and, in particular, the strong influence interpersonal closeness has on build higher-quality
mentoring relationships through self-disclosure. Future research should continue to explore these
mechanisms in conjunction with other established constructs such as interpersonal anxiety, trust,
and perceived competence to see how each mechanism contributes to the creation of higher
quality mentoring relationships.
Practical Implications
The results of this study can also inform practical applications as well. First, these
findings could help inform organizations on how to make their mentoring programs as a whole
more effective (e.g., fewer failed dyads). In particular, many organizations dedicate extensive
resources (e.g., employee time and money) towards generating and delivering resources for their
mentoring programs, of which, suggestions for how to launch a successful relationship and build
rapport with one’s partner is a key element. Traditionally, the documents and trainings delivered
to employees focus on goal setting and establishing ground rules in their relationships. However,
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given the significant mediation of interpersonal closeness on the relationships between selfdisclosure and psychosocial and career support, the current study suggests that organizations
may want to consider creating tools and opportunities for mentoring dyads to engage in mutual
self-disclosure. Such disclosure of personal information can seem counterintuitive to
organizations who typically prefer to limit such revealing information in the workplace; but, the
current findings should make organizations reconsider the value to personal and mutual
disclosure. When these findings are coupled with research suggesting the benefits of exercises
such as Fast Mentors (Leitner et al., 2018; see Appendices K-L for an exploration of Fast
Mentors) that facilitate escalating, reciprocal self-disclosure, organizations have an easy to
implement adjustment to programs that can provide significant benefits to the mentors, protégés,
and ultimately organizations (via outcomes such as improved retention) engaged in these
relationships.
Additionally, while racial similarity of the dyad did not moderate most of the results, the
understanding that self-disclosure is associated with greater mentoring benefits by creating these
closer and more comfortable relationships can help organizations design programs that facilitate
higher-quality mentoring relationships, which in turn could help facilitate more opportunities for
minority employees in the workplace and ultimately aid in the retention of high-potential
minority employees. One of the potential dangers of low-quality mentoring relationships for
minority employees is that minorities are not getting the development opportunities that they
need to grow and advance in the organization and, therefore, may be less likely to stay
committed and engaged to their role and more likely to search for other opportunities at other
organizations. By creating more beneficial mentoring relationships, minority employees could

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

79

gain greater access to resources and therefore be more committed to staying with their
organizations.
Limitations
This study is not without its limitations. First, there are limitations in terms of the
conclusions that can be drawn by using a cross-sectional self-report design. In particular, crosssectional designs are especially susceptible to CMV. As detailed earlier, partial correlations
using a marker variable do not show any sign of impact from CMV. Yet, while this method is
widely used, it may not be the best approach for detecting all type of CMV. Richardson,
Simmering, and Sturman (2009) found that while the correlational marker approach used in this
study is acceptable at detecting noncongeneric CMV (i.e., CMV which is assumed to be
impacting all constructs equally due to a single method factor), it was less successful at detecting
method effects that vary based on the nature of the rater, item, construct, and/or context (i.e.,
congeneric CMV). Ultimately, Richardson and colleagues recommend a CFA marker approach;
however, such an approach in the current study was not feasible due to a lack of power to
conduct such an analysis. As such, to confirm current findings and reduce or correct for potential
CMV, it is recommended that future research (1) attempts to replicate the current study in a
larger sample where a CFA marker approach can be used and (2) uses an experimental
longitudinal design (see Appendix K for a small pilot study using such a methodology).
A second limitation is related to the development of the interpersonal closeness and
comfort measures used in the current study. From the pilot study to the main study, 26 items
were reduced to a five-item interpersonal closeness measure and a four-item interpersonal
comfort measure through a series of statistically-based item retention decisions. While the
resulting factor structure was strong and aligned to the operational definitions of the two
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constructs, it is also possible that the resulting measures are not representative of the full
construct domain. Future research should be conducted on these measures and the other discard
items to further validate that the current factor structure is the best fitting model. Additionally,
convergent and discriminant validity tests should be done to compare it to related constructs like
similarity and interpersonal anxiety.
Relatedly, a third limitation is related to both the statistical power and the ecological
validity of the study as it relates to the gender demographics of the sample. Specifically, while
the theoretical argument for the study was based on the value of having a close and comfortable
relationship with a White mentor, and a White male mentor in particular, the actual sample was
heavily skewed towards White female mentors. Given that women have less power and therefore
resources at mentors in organizations (Dreher & Cox, 1996; Ragins & Cotton, 1999), this
majority female sample could explain why most of the moderation hypotheses were not
significant and why the research question did not produce any significant findings. That is, due
to a lack of statistical power, it is impossible to tease apart the intersection of racial and gender
similarity from such a sample. Future research should try to explore the current research
questions in a more gender-balanced sample in order to better evaluate the impact of racial and
gender similarity.
Additionally, it is possible that the lower organizational status of most of the participants
(i.e., most participants reported being frontline staff and managers) restricts the generalizability
of the findings. That is, while all participants were in workplace mentoring relationships, it is
possible that the relationships that they were in were in some way fundamentally different than
those experienced by higher-ranking employees given that mentoring at those more senior levels
can translate into both greater resources to provide to a protégé as well as greater risk if that
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protégé is not worth the mentor’s resources. However, given that most hypotheses were
supported, I would expect that similar findings would only be strengthened in a more senior or
high potential sample. That is, resources related to psychosocial and career support at those more
senior levels should produce even greater discernment on the part of both the senior-level mentor
and high potential protégé such that a more close and comfortable relationship would be even
more important than it is for the current sample. Future research replicating this study with a
more senior, high potential employee sample should be conducted to see if this supposition is
accurate.
Another limitation of using this cross-sectional self-report design is that it cannot capture
the nature of the relationship over time. In this study, the participants were commenting on either
current or past mentoring relationships, which means that responses only reflected the
participants’ feelings at one point in time. For those referencing a current mentoring relationship,
the response could be influenced by recent interactions rather than the relationship as a whole
(e.g., a particularly positive or negative interaction or mood; Spector 2006). For those
referencing a previous relationship, the responses may be distorted (Bradburn, Rips, & Shevell,
1987; Schwartz, 2007). In both situations, the design of this study does not capture how
mentoring relationships evolve. To address these issues, future research should use a longitudinal
design that examines mentoring relationships from the start of the relationship through the first
few months of their interactions (see Appendix K for a small pilot study using such a
methodology). Such a longitudinal design could produce results that would substantiate the
causal order of the variables tested in the current study. That is, while the mediational PROCESS
models allude to a potential causal chain and theory supports the ordering of these variables, a
longitudinal design would further strengthen the arguments put forth in the current study.
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One final limitation worth noting was that the mentors and protégés were not paired up in
the same mentoring program. As such, perspectives of a mentor and protégé in the same
mentoring relationship cannot be compared. While this does not impede the conclusion drawn in
the study, it does minimize the insights that can be drawn from how the mentor and protégé
uniquely understand the set of same interactions. Furthermore, the mentors and protégés in this
study had mentoring relationships from a variety of industries (see Table 3-4) and organizations
and, as such, likely had very different mentoring programs (e.g., ranging in how formal or
informal). In particular, given that the formality of the mentoring relationship (i.e., a formal or
informal program) was not captured in the current study due the spectrum of program designs in
organizations, of which many are hybrid programs (i.e., including elements of both informal and
formal programs). As such, it is not currently possible to examine if the programmatic elements
associated with the formality of an organization mentoring program impacted these results.
Additional research with a sample of mentoring dyads will be needed to examine how mentors
and protégés uniquely experience their relationships and the associated interpersonal dynamics
while controlling for environmental factors such as formality of the program.
Future Directions
While this study provides some deeper understanding of the interpersonal dynamics that
influence mentoring relationships in general and cross-race mentoring relationships in particular,
it does raise many new questions and future directions for research. In addition to some of the
aforementioned future directions to address some of the study limitations, there are two key
future directions that should be studied in more detail.
First, future research should explore how gender and racial similarity interact to impact
workplace mentoring relationships. Research has historically focused on the impact of racial or
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gender similarity, but there is a lack of empirical research on how the interaction of these
dimensions impact such relationships. That is, research has examined same- and cross-gender as
well as same- and cross-race mentoring relationships while controlling for racial and gender
similarity respectively; however, in reality, the intersection of racial and gender similarity in
mentoring relationships may create a more complex interpersonal relationship that could offer
further insights as to what creates successful or unsuccessful mentoring relationships. While
some research has alluded to this anecdotally through qualitative research on mentoring
experiences for women of color (e.g., Blake, 1999; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010), to date there
has not been any known empirical examination of this dynamic. When perceived interpersonal
self-disclosure and perceived closeness are low, I would argue that for career support, an
interaction in line with traditional organizational power dynamics would exist within mentoring
relationships such that, the perception would be that protégés receive lower quality career
support from a mentor who was a White woman than from a mentor was a White man; but, that
support would still be greater than perceived support from a minority man, with the lowest
perceived support coming from minority women mentors. Conversely, for psychosocial support,
I would expect results in line with Thomas and Alderfer’s (1989) finding that minority men and
women will seek out an in-group member to serve as a second mentor in order to get the
necessary psychosocial support. However, when self-disclosure and perceived closeness are
high, I would expect a similar finding to Hypothesis 8a such that all dyads would experience
similar amounts of both career and psychosocial support regardless of racial similarity.
A second future direction would be to evaluate the longitudinal implications of a selfdisclosure intervention on more objective measures of success. In particular, how can greater
self-disclosure impact both a mentor and protégé in terms of both proximal outcomes studied in
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this research (i.e., psychosocial and career support) as well as more distal objective outcomes
such as promotions, salary, and other objective career outcomes. Given that these objective
measures are harder to link to mentoring (e.g., contaminated by other environmental influences)
and harder to track (e.g., it can take years to see an impact), researchers have struggled to find
samples large enough to study in this capacity. However, these outcomes are the ones researchers
and practitioners typically attempt to influence when studying and designing mentoring
relationships and programs and as such, more research should be done to explore if the current
research is solving to those issues.
A third future direction would be to explore the negative side of self-disclosure. While
the current study focuses on the positive benefits of mutual self-disclosure, which has been
supported in the literature to date, there is a lack of understanding about how mutual selfdisclosure could actually hinder a relationship. In particular, mutual self-disclosure relies on both
parties being willing to share personal information with each other; however, it is possible that
once a dyad embarks on such a discussion, regardless of their racial or gender similarity, that one
partner may share details or ask a question that the other individual deems to be too personal,
ultimately increasing discomfort and decreasing closeness. Furthermore, there may be
personality characteristics such as introversion or openness that make a mentor or protégé more
or less sensitive to violations in their expectations of appropriate topics for disclosure. Future
research should explore these questions by examining qualitatively what the “dark-side” of selfdisclosure is and then quantitatively the individual difference and outcomes related to perceived
negative self-disclosure.
Finally, a future direction would be to explore how access to a quality mentor differs for
minority and White protégés. A central premise of the current study is that minority employees
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receive lower quality mentoring than White employees do. While the current study examined this
issue in the context of the quality of psychosocial and career support given within an established
relationship, it is possible that there could also be barriers to accessing a quality mentor. Given
that individuals can be motivated to avoid meaningful interactions with out-group members
(Goff et al., 2008; Paolini et al., 2006; Plant & Devine, 2003), cross-race mentoring relationships
may never form (e.g., two individuals consider entering a mentoring relationship but ultimately
decide against it) or they may disband before there is an opportunity for meaningful discussions.
This supposition is supported by the skew toward mostly White female mentors and the lack of
White male mentors, a group of mentors argued earlier to be the most valuable to all protégés in
current organizational hierarchies. Specifically, it is possible that protégés may engage more with
White female mentors when they cannot access White male mentors. Through both qualitative
and quantitative methods, future research should examine the reasons cross-race mentoring
relationships fail to better understand if minority protégés do in fact engage more in relationships
with minority and female mentors because of a perception of a shared ingroup, a lack of access
to a White male mentor, or for other reasons.
Conclusion
In summary, this study provides evidence that as self-disclosure increases so does the
mentoring benefits given from mentors to protégés and while this relationship is facilitated by
improved interpersonal closeness and comfort, the results suggest that perceived interpersonal
closeness is particularly important for both mentors and protégés. Moreover, results suggest that
the racial similarity or difference does not matter for protégés in established relationships and is
only influential for mentors when it relates to particular outcomes (e.g., giving psychosocial
support). Comparatively, gender similarity also did not impact mentor or protégé perceptions.
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Table 1. Results of EFA for interpersonal closeness and comfort pilot
1
.912
.887
.766
.725
.685
.664
.632
.591

2
-.033
.033
.002
.228
.055
.036
.013
.110

3
-.023
-.070
.066
.056
-.005
-.051
.253
-.046

9. My mentor and I see things in the same way.
10. There is a great deal of open communication between my mentor and me.
11. I feel like my mentor knows the real me.
12. My mentor and I can share our opinions without fear of repercussions.
13. My mentor and I can talk to each other.
14. I feel like I can freely talk to my mentor about anything.
15. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing our points of view with each
other.
16. I feel like I know a lot about my mentor.

.517
.516
.514
.478
.473
.443
.394

-.001
.027
.242
-.157
.059
.060
.109

.133
.396
.195
.371
.322
.435
.322

.204

.779

.089

17. I feel like I know who my mentor really is.
18. My mentor and I avoid potentially tense conversations. (R)
19. My mentor and I are not afraid to have a difficult conversation.
20. My mentor and I are transparent with each other when discussing
challenges that I am facing.
21. My mentor and I speak candidly to one another.
22. My mentor and I feel that we can speak openly with one another.
23. My mentor and I avoid sensitive topics. (R)
24. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing ways to improve our
relationship.
25. My mentor and I are not afraid to give each other feedback.

.254
-.193
-.016
.014

.645
.144
.058
.015

.076
.802
.788
.758

.159
.188
.026
.234

-.073
-.053
.190
.030

.747
.744
.640
.555

.179

-.180

.460

26. My mentor and I experience an anxious feeling when sharing difficult
information or feedback. (R)
Eigenvalues
1
Items deleted from main study due to an error in calculations

.243

-.073

.433

12.013

3.496

10.965

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I feel warm towards my mentor.
I like my mentor.
I completely trust my mentor.
I feel close with my mentor.
Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS)
My mentor is how I see myself in the future.1
I feel that my mentor and I are in sync with one another. 1
I see a lot of myself in my mentor. 1

1
1. I feel warm towards my mentor.

2

3

Inter-Item Correlations
4
5
6
7
8

.838

3. I completely trust my mentor.

.688 .699

4. I feel close with my mentor.

.742 .719 .750

5. Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS)

.624 .540 .618 .652

12. My mentor and I avoid sensitive topics (R).

10

11

12

1

2. I like my mentor.

6. My mentor and I feel that we can speak
openly with one another.
7. My mentor and I speak candidly to one
another.
8. My mentor and I are not afraid to have a
difficult conversation.
9. My mentor and I are transparent with each
other when discussing challenges that I am
facing.
10. My mentor and I avoid potentially tense
conversations (R).
11. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing
ways to improve our relationship.

9

1
1
1
1

.622 .555 .563 .613 .465

1

.576 .530 .570 .560 .483 .797

1

.483 .475 .488 .512 .405 .642 .615

1

.462 .406 .516 .498 .407 .679 .705 .549

1

.387 .379 .411 .396 .307 .533 .552 .629 .531

1

.556 .540 .546 .601 .458 .623 .625 .604 .578 .523
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Table 2. Inter-item correlations for retained interpersonal closeness and comfort pilot items

1

.495 .462 .422 .572 .372 ,632 .527 .570 .559 .605 .473

1
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Table 3.
Study demographic frequencies for Protégés
Demographic
N
%
Demographic
N
1
Ethnicity
Mentoring Relationship Length
White
82
Less than 3 months
23
Black
60
3 months – Less than 6 months
24
Asian
34
6 months – Less than 1 year
52
Hispanic
9
1 year – less than 2 years
27
Native Amer.
7
2 years – less than 3 years
11
Pacific Islander
3
3 years or more
17
Other
4
Education
Gender
Some high school
31
Female
125 81%
Associates Degree
23
Male
29 19%
Bachelor’s Degree
69
Age
Advanced Degree (e.g., PhD, MD)
31
18-24
21 14%
Industry
25-30
56 36%
Accommodation & Food Service
5
31-35
29 19%
Administrative & Support Services
3
36-40
18 12%
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation
6
41-45
9
6%
Construction
2
46-50
13 8%
Educational Services
5
51-55
2
1%
Finance and Insurance
22
56 and older
6
4%
Government
11
Job Level
Healthcare and Social Assistance
22
Hourly employee
54 35%
Information
7
Professional
51 33%
Manufacturing
5
Entry-level manager
25 16%
Professional & Technical Services
21
Mid-level manager
16 10%
Real Estate and Rental/Leasing
4
Upper mid-level manager
5
3%
Retail Trade
8
Other
5
3%
Self-Employed
1
Self-Employed
1 <1%
Transportation and Warehousing
6
Mentoring Status
Utilities
2
Currently in relationship
64 42%
Wholesale Trade
2
No longer in relationship
90 58%
Other
18
1
Note. Percentage will not add up to 100% given that participants could select multiple options.

%
15%
16%
34%
17%
7%
11%
20%
15%
45%
20%
3%
2%
4%
2%
3%
15%
7%
15%
5%
3%
14%
3%
5%
1%
4%
1%
1%
12%
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Table 4.
Study demographic frequencies for Mentors
Demographic
Ethnicity
White
Gender
Female
Male
Age
18-24
25-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56 and older
Job Level
Hourly employee
Professional
Entry-level manager
Mid-level manager
Upper mid-level manager
Executive
Top Management
Other
Education
Some high school
H.S graduate or GED
Associates Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree

N

%

164 100%
122
42

74%
26%

13
26
25
23
22
14
9
31

8%
16%
15%
14%
13%
9%
6%
19%

37
24
26
38
32
3
1
2

23%
15%
16%
23%
20%
2%
<1%
1%

1
37
32
73
21

<1%
23%
20%
44%
13%

Demographic
Mentoring Relationship Length
Less than 3 months
3 months – Less than 6 months
6 months – Less than 1 year
1 year – less than 2 years
2 years – less than 3 years
3 years or more
Mentoring Status
Currently in relationship
No longer in relationship
Industry
Accommodation & Food Service
Administrative & Support Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, & Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, & Recreation
Construction
Educational Services
Finance and Insurance
Government
Healthcare and Social Assistance
Information
Management
Manufacturing
Professional & Technical Services
Real Estate and Rental/Leasing
Retail Trade
Transportation and Warehousing
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Other

N

%

40
39
43
20
13
9

24%
24%
26%
12%
8%
6%

67
97

41%
59%

11
4
1
2
4
2
14
10
32
3
2
16
7
2
23
3
2
2
24

7%
3%
<1%
1%
2%
1%
9%
6%
20%
2%
1%
10%
4%
1%
14%
2%
1%
1%
15%
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Table 5.
Descriptive statistics for scales

Protégé Sample
Self-disclosure
Interpersonal Closeness
Interpersonal Comfort
Psychosocial Support
Career Support
Mentor Sample
Self-disclosure
Interpersonal Closeness
Interpersonal Comfort
Psychosocial Support
Career Support
Note. * p<.05

N

# of
items

α

M

SD

Obs.
Min

Obs.
Max

154
154
154
154
154

6
5
4
14
7

.870
.859
.837
.890
.850

3.32
5.19
5.52
3.80
3.51

0.90
1.18
1.15
0.69
0.88

1.33
1.20
1.50
1.36
1.00

5.00
7.00
7.00
5.00
5.00

1
1
1
1
1

5
7
7
5
5

-.273*
-.885*
-1.15*
-.855*
-.817*

164
164
164
164
164

6
5
4
14
7

.861
.797
.837
.805
.788

3.27
5.26
5.72
4.02
3.91

0.90
1.10
1.08
0.52
0.68

1.17
1.60
1.00
2.20
1.83

5.00
7.00
7.00
5.00
5.00

1
1
1
1
1

5
7
7
5
5

-.468*
-.573*
-1.52*
-.674*
-.707*

Scale Scale
Min Max

Skew
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Table 6.
Inter-item correlations between variables for Mentor sample
1
1. Self-disclosure

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

-

2. Interpersonal Closeness

.531**

3. Interpersonal Comfort

.526** .729**

4. Psychosocial Support

.561** .630** .535**
**

-

**

-

5. Career Support

.299

.426

.319

.656**

6. Dyad Racial Similarity

.020

.108

.106

.082

.172*

-

7. Dyad Gender Similarity

.193*

.137†

.180*

.029

-.077

.141†

-

.142†

*

.103

.008

-.052

-.049

-

-.049

.052

.075

-.115

-.162*

-

.034

.052

.179*

.049

-.030

.090

8. Duration of Relationship .128

**

-

.161

9. Relationship Status

-.060

-.055

-.163

10. Marker Variable

-.040

-.064

-.062

*

-

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05, † p < .10; dyad racial similarity coded 0 = cross-race dyad, 1 = same-race
dyad; dyad gender similarity coded 0 = cross-gender dyad, 1 = same-gender dyad; relationship
status coded 0= currently in relationship, 1 = past relationship which has ended.

Table 7.
Inter-item correlations between variables for Protégé sample
1
1. Self-disclosure

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

8

9

-

2. Interpersonal Closeness

.511**

3. Interpersonal Comfort

.590** .753**
**

**

.699

.595**

4. Psychosocial Support

.578

-

5. Career Support

.293** .425** .295** .621**

6. Dyad Racial Similarity

.081

.073

.034

.159*

.016

-

7. Dyad Gender Similarity

-.017

.041

-.016

.018

.084

.031

-

8. Duration of Relationship .311** .261** .260** .232** .164*

.217**

.018

-

9. Relationship Status

-.092

-.094

-.069

.032

.137†

.020

.031

-.049

-

10. Marker Variable

-.054

.055

.075

.057

-.023

.077

.013

.067

.214**

Note. ** p<.01, * p<.05, † p < .10; dyad racial similarity coded 0 = cross-race dyad, 1 = same-race
dyad; dyad gender similarity coded 0 = cross-gender dyad, 1 = same-gender dyad; relationship
status coded 0= currently in relationship, 1 = past relationship which has ended.
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Table 8.
Model fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis for interpersonal closeness and comfort
χ2 (df)

CFI

TLI

RMESA

Mentor Sample
2-factor Model (9 items)
2-factor Model (12 items)
1-factor Model (9 items)
1-factor Model (12 items)

.972
.822
.935
.857

.961
.782
.914
.825

.068
.169
.100
.123

44.769* (26)
276.916* (54)
69.647*(27)
182.700*(54)

Protégé Sample
2-factor Model (9 items)
2-factor Model (12 items)
1-factor Model (9 items)
1-factor Model (12 items)

.964
.915
.918
.867

.950
.894
.890
.837

.086
.102
.127
.126

54.472*(26)
134.283* (26)
91.460* (27)
181.541*(54)

Note. * p < .05

93

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING
Table 9.

Unstandardized and standardized factor loadings for confirmatory factor analysis for two-factor
nine-item Interpersonal Closeness and Interpersonal Comfort scales for Mentors
Factor 1
U.S.

S

Factor 2
U.S
S

1. Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS)

1.000 (.000)

0.605

-

-

2. I feel close with my mentor.

1.016 (.126)

0.850

-

-

3. I feel warm towards my mentor.

0.697 (.110)

0.618

-

-

4. I like my mentor.

0.817 (.120)

0.696

-

-

5. I completely trust my mentor.

0.544 (.080)

0.686

-

-

-

-

1.000 (.000)

0.779

-

-

0.896 (.096)

0.850

-

-

0.931 (.092)

0.776

-

-

0.785 (.094)

0.657

6. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing
ways to improve our relationship.
7. My mentor and I feel that we can speak
openly with one another.
8. My mentor and I speak candidly to one
another.
9. My mentor and I are transparent with each
other when discussing challenges that I am
facing.
Correlation between F1 & F2

Unstandardized: 1.113 (.202)
Standardized: 0.865

Note. U.S. = Unstandardized loadings; S. = Standardized loading
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Table 10.

Unstandardized and standardized factor loadings for confirmatory factor analysis for two-factor
nine-item Interpersonal Closeness and Interpersonal Comfort scales for Protégés
Factor 1
U.S.

S

Factor 2
U.S
S

1. Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS)

1.000 (.000)

0.613

-

-

2. I feel close with my mentor.

1.241 (.149)

0.883

-

-

3. I feel warm towards my mentor.

1.049 (.139)

0.781

-

-

4. I like my mentor.

0.990 (.134)

0.772

-

-

5. I completely trust my mentor.

0.759 (.104)

0.736

-

-

-

-

1.000 (.000)

0.534

-

-

1.659 (.238)

0.922

-

-

1.696 (.249)

0.855

-

-

1.202 (.195)

0.698

6. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing
ways to improve our relationship.
7. My mentor and I feel that we can speak
openly with one another.
8. My mentor and I speak candidly to one
another.
9. My mentor and I are transparent with each
other when discussing challenges that I am
facing.
Correlation between F1 & F2

Unstandardized: 0.720 (.157)
Standardized: 0.873

Note. U.S. = Unstandardized loadings; S. = Standardized loading

95

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING
Table 11.
Regression results for protégés (Hypothesis 1a)

B
Step 1
Constant
Relationship Duration

S.E.

Psychosocial Support
t
R2


 R2

F

3.452
0.109

.130
.037

.232

2.947** .054

.054

8.683**

Step 2
Constant
2.292
Relationship Duration
0.027
Self-Disclosure
0.428
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

.181
.033
.053

.059
.560

.841
8.030** .337

.283

38.394**



Career Support
t
R2

Table 12.
Regression results for protégés (Hypothesis 1b)

B
Step 1
Constant
Relationship Duration

S.E.

 R2

F

3.199
.098

.168
.048

.164

2.054*

.027

.027

4.217*

Step 2
Constant
2.493
Relationship Duration
.048
Self-Disclosure
.261
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

.269
.049
.079

.081
.268

.993
3.287** .092

.065

7.647**
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Table 13.
Regression results for mentors (Hypothesis 2a)

B
Step 1
Constant
Relationship Duration

S.E.

Psychosocial Support
t
R2


 R2

F

3.919
0.037

.087
.028

.103

1.314

.011

.011

1.725

Step 2
Constant
2.930
Relationship Duration 0.011
Self-Disclosure
0.324
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

.138
.024
.038

.031
.557

.474
8.463**

.315

.305

37.053**

Table 14.
Regression results for mentors (Hypothesis 2b)

B
Step 1
Constant
Relationship Duration

S.E.

Career Support
t
R2


 R2

F

3.899
.004

.114
.037

.008

.103

.000

.000

.011

Step 2
Constant
3.201
Relationship Duration
-.014
Self-Disclosure
.229
**
*
Note. p<.01 p<.05 † p < .10

.206
.036
.057

-.031
.303

-.406
3.992** .090

.090

7.974**

Model Coefficients for Hypothesis 3 (Protégés)

Constant
X (Self-Disclosure)
W (Race)
XxW
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
2.325
.246
9.447**
.401
.072
5.536**
-.038
.354
-.106
.055
.103
.536
.040
.093
.429
.016
.033
.468
R2 = .35
F (5, 148) = 15.915**

Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

Coeff.
2.376
.275
.031
-.024
.153
.051

Y (Career Support)
SE
.368
.101
.530
.154
.140
.050
R2 = .10
F (5, 148) = 3.306**

t
6.451
2.535
.059
-.154
1.09
1.02
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Model Coefficients for Hypothesis 4 (Mentors)

Constant
X (Self-Disclosure)
W (Race)
XxW
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
2.8864
.173
16.687**
.3522
.048
7.387**
.2627
.270
.972
-.0529
.080
-.662
.0113
.024
.472
-.1122
.082
-1.336
R2 = .33
F (5, 158) = 15.592**

Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

Coeff.
3.160
.271
.443
-.057
-.015
-.268

Y (Career Support)
SE
t
.254
12.456**
.070
3.873**
.397
1.12
.117
-.487
.035
-.420
.121
-2.23*
R2 = .15
F (5, 158) = 5.380**
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Model Coefficients for H5a (Protégé-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.621

.095

f1
i1

.090
2.847

6.519**

.058
1.552
.323
8.804**
R2 = .273
F (2, 151) = 28.332**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b
g1
i2

.229
.321
-.002
1.379

.050
4.613**
.037
8.562**
.027
-.059
.183
7.539**
R2 = .555
F (3, 150) =62.290**
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Model Coefficients for H5b (Protégé-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.621

.095

f1
i1

.090
2.847

6.519**

.058
1.552
.323
8.804**
R2 = .275
F (2, 151) = 28.332**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b
g1
i2

.091
.274
.023
1.713

t

.085
1.067
.064
4.261**
.046
.488
.314
5.454**
R2 = .190
F (3, 150) = 11.728**

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

Table 18.

100

Model Coefficients for H6a (Mentor-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.639

.084

f1
i1

.050
2.962

7.478**

.051
1.164
.309
9.598**
R2 = .289
F (2, 161) = 32.519**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b
g1
i2

.184
.221
-.001
2.265

.040
4.619**
.033
6.781**
.021
-.064
.156
14.487**
R2 = .468
F (3, 160) = 46.931**
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Model Coefficients for H6b (Mentor-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.628

.084

f1
i1

.050
2.962

7.478**

.051
1.164
.309
9.598**
R2 = .289
F (2, 161) = 32.519**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b
g1
i2

.079
.234
-.028
2.494

t

.064
1.249
.052
4.504**
.034
-.825
.250
9.977**
R2 = .193
F (3, 160) = 12.715**
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Model Coefficients for H9a (Protégé-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.714

.087

f1
i1

.066
2.944

8.189**

.053
1.243
.296
9.946**
R2 = .355
F (2, 151) = 41.465**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b
g1
i2

.261
.261
.012
1.606

.059
4.401**
.059
5.057**
.030
.393
.216
7.439**
R2 = .434
F (3, 150) = 38.286**
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Model Coefficients for H9b (Protégé-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.714

.087

f1
i1

.066
2.944

8.189**

.053
1.243
.296
9.946**
R2 = .355
F (2, 151) = 41.465**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b
g1
i2

.163
.137
.039
2.088

t

.095
1.721†
.074
1.870†
.048
.808
.344
6.073**
R2 = X
F (3, 150) = 6.348**
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Model Coefficients for H10a (Mentor-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.617

.081

f1
i1

.071
3.515

7.657**

.050
1.408
.289
12.149**
R2 = .286
F (2, 161) = 32.222**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b
g1
i2

.225
.161
-.000
2.363

.042
5.322**
.035
4.561**
.023
-.004
.180
13.137**
R2 = .394
F (3, 160) = 34.676
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Model Coefficients for H10b (Mentor-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.617

.081

f1
i1

.071
3.515

7.657**

.050
1.408
.289
12.149**
R2 = .286
F (2, 161) = 32.222**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b
g1
i2

.139
.146
-.025
2.689

t

.066
2.116*
.055
2.642**
.035
-.703
.280
9.604**
R2 = 128
F (3, 160) = 7.841**
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Model Coefficients for Parallel Mediation of Protégé-rated Psychosocial Support
M (Interpersonal
Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M1 (Interpersonal Closeness)
M2 (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

M (Interpersonal
Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t

6.519**

a2

.714

.058 1.552
.323 8.804**
2
R = .273
F (2, 151) = 28.332**

f2
i2

.066
2.944

a1

.621

f1
i1

.090
2.847

.095

.087

8.189**

.053
1.243
.296 9.946**
2
R = .355
F (2, 151) = 41.465**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
c'
b1
b2
g1
i3

SE

t

.053
4.230**
.049
6.370**
.054
.218
.027
-.064
.196
6.975**
2
R = .555
F (4, 149) = 46.433**

.225
.314
.0117
-.002
1.365
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Model Coefficients for Parallel Mediation of Protégé-rated Career Support
M (Interpersonal
Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M1 (Interpersonal Closeness)
M2 (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

M (Interpersonal
Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t

6.519**

a2

.714

.058 1.552
.323 8.804**
2
R = .273
F (2, 151) = 28.332**

f2
i2

.066
2.944

a1

.621

f1
i1

.090
2.847

.095

.087

8.189**

.053
1.243
.296 9.946**
2
R = .355
F (2, 151) = 41.465**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
c'
b1
b2
g1
i3

.124
.331
-.096
.025
1.834

SE

t

.091
1.367
.084
3.928**
.092
-1.047
.046
.532
.335
5.481**
2
R = .196
F (4, 149) =9.076**
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Model Coefficients for Parallel Mediation of Mentor-rated Psychosocial Support
M (Interpersonal
Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M1 (Interpersonal Closeness)
M2 (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.

SE

t

.081

7.657**

7.776**

a2

.617

.051
1.123
.295 10.228**
R2 = .288
F (2, 161) = 32.519**

f3
i2

.071
3.515

a1

.639

f1
i1

.057
3.017

.082

.050
1.408
.289 12.149**
R2 = .286
F (2, 161) = 32.222**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
c'
b1
b2
g1
i3

SE

t

.041
4.287**
.042
4.790**
.042
.841
.021
-.123
.172
12.832**
2
R = .470
F (4, 159) =35.311**

.176
.199
.036
-.003
2.205
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Model Coefficients for Parallel Mediation of Mentor-rated Career Support
M (Interpersonal
Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M1 (Interpersonal Closeness)
M2 (Interpersonal Comfort)
C1 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.

SE

t

.081

7.657**

7.776**

a2

.617

.051
1.123
.295 10.228**
R2 = .288
F (2, 161) = 32.519**

f3
i2

.071
3.515

a1

.639

f1
i1

.057
3.017

.082

.050
1.408
.289 12.149**
R2 = .286
F (2, 161) = 32.222**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
c'
b1
b2
g1
i3

.080
.237
-.004
-.028
2.501

SE

t

.066
1.225
.067
3.560**
.068
-.063
.034
-.816
.275
9.082**
2
R = .193
F (4, 159) =9.478**
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Model Coefficients for H7a (Protégé-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Closeness x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.658

.130

5.046**

a2
a3

.269

.638

.422

f1
f2
i1

-.075
.099
.089
2.664

.186
-.405
.168
.591
.060
1.488
.443
6.012**
2
R = .276
F (5, 148) = 11.278**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.166
.355
.054
.121
-.061
.013
-.013
1.372

.071
2.334*
.057
6.289**
.365
.147
.099
1.220
.075
-.806
.077
.167
.028
-.481
.256
5.364**
2
R = .569
F (7, 146) = 27.527**
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Model Coefficients for H7b (Protégé-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Closeness x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.658

.130

5.046**

a2
a3

.269

.638

.422

f1
f2
i1

-.075
.099
.089
2.664

.186
-.405
.168
.591
.060
1.488
.443
6.012**
2
R = .276
F (5, 148) = 11.278**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.005
.401
.635
.154
-.231
.144
.026
1.282

t

.122
.037
.097
4.127**
.627
1.013
.170
.904
.129
-1.788†
.132
1.087
.047
.547
.440
2.915**
2
R = .213
F (7, 146) = 5.648**
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Model Coefficients for H8a (Mentor-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
p
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Closeness x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant

Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.707

.102

6.938**

a2
a3

.965
-.229

.578
.171

1.669†
-1.339

f1
f2
i1

.078
.067
2.618

.176
.441
.051
1.303
.370
7.080**
2
R = .307
F (5, 158) = 13.978**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
p
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.163
.267
.429
.064
-.112
-.138
.001
2.172

.052
3.140**
.043
6.237**
.329
1.302
.081
.788
.067
-1.679†
.073
-1.895†
.021
.061
.193
11.272**
2
R = .489
F (7, 156) = 21.281**
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Model Coefficients for H8b (Mentor-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Closeness)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Closeness x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.707

.102

6.938**

a2
a3

.965
-.229

.578
.171

1.669†
-1.339

f1
f2
i1

.078
.067
2.618

.176
.441
.051
1.303
.370
7.080**
2
R = .307
F (5, 158) = 13.978**

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.132
.198
-.018
-.047
.072
-.281
-.033
2.652

t

.082
1.606
.068
2.920*
.521
-.034
.128
-.371
.106
.677
.115
-2.448*
.034
-.974
.305
8.707**
2
R = .241
F (7, 156) = 7.086**
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Model Coefficients for H11a (Protégé-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Comfort x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.767

.119

6.423**

a2
a3

.292
-.110

.584
.170

.499
-.647

f1
f2
i1

-.031
.074
2.803

.154
-.202
.055
1.341
.406
6.909**
2
R = .357
F (5, 148) = 16.460**

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.050
.286
.889
.217
-.298
.174
.041
1.554

.134
.376
.103
2.769**
.682
1.304
.188
1.156
.146
-.2043
.137
1.265*
.049
.835
.468
3.321**
2
R = .145
F (7, 146) = 3.550**
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Model Coefficients for H11b (Protégé-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Comfort x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1

.767

.119

6.423**

a2
a3

.292
-.110

.584
.170

.499
-.647

f1
f2
i1

-.031
.074
2.803

.154
-.202
.055
1.341
.406
6.909**
R2 = .357
F (5, 148) = 16.460**

Coeff.
c'
b

g1
g2
i2

.199
.286
.037
.118
-.048
.050
-.002
1.585

Y (Career Support)
SE

t

.084
2.359*
.103
2.769**
.429
.086
.118
.997
.092
-.521
.087
.580
.031
-.062
.295
5.383**
R2 = .452
F (7, 146) = 17.171**
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Model Coefficients for H12a (Mentor-rated Psychosocial Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Comfort x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1
a2
a3
f1
f2
i1

Y (Psychosocial Support)
Coeff.
SE
t

6.817**
1.757†
-1.458

c'
b

.172
1.155
.050
1.649
.361
8.436**
2
R = .311
F (5, 158) = 14.253**

g1
g2
i2

.679
.992
-.243

.198
.082
3.047

.100
.565
.167

.054
4.591**
.044
3.513**
.398
-.070
.087
-.355
.076
.422
.078
-1.824†
.023
-.113
.213
11.355**
2
R = .409
F (7, 156) = 15.451**

.248
.153
-.0277
-.031
.032
-.143
-.003
2.422
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Model Coefficients for H12b (Mentor-rated Career Support)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
Coeff.
SE
t
Antecedent
X (Self-Disclosure)
M (Interpersonal Comfort)
W (Race)
X x W (Self-Disclosure x Race)
X x W (Comfort x Race)
C1 (Gender)
C2 (Relationship Length)
Constant
Note. ** p<.01 * p<.05 † p < .10

a1
a2
a3
f1
f2
i1

Y (Career Support)
Coeff.
SE

6.817**
1.757†
-1.458

c'
b

.172
1.155
.050
1.649
.361
8.436**
2
R = .311
F (5, 158) = 14.253**

g1
g2
i2

.679
.992
-.243

.198
.082
3.047

.100
.565
.167

.178
.137
.213
-.034
.022
-.296
-.027
2.745

t

.083
2.156*
.067
2.047*
.608
.351
.133
-.258
.117
.187
.120
-2.472**
.035
-.769
.326
8.422**
2
R = .181
F (7, 156) = 4.940**
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Table 37.
Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results
Moderator1
Yes
Yes

Outcome
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career

Supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported

Closeness
Closeness
Closeness
Closeness
Closeness
Closeness
Closeness

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial

Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported; Partial Mediation
Supported; Full Mediation
Supported; Partial Mediation
Supported; Full Mediation
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported

Closeness
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort
Comfort

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career
Psychosocial
Career

Not Supported
Supported; Partial Mediation
Not Supported
Supported; Partial Mediation
Supported; Partial Mediation
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported

Parallel Mediation Analyses
Protégés Closeness &
Psychosocial
Comfort
Protégés Closeness &
Career
Comfort
Mentors
Closeness &
Psychosocial
Comfort
Mentors
Closeness &
Career
Comfort
Note. 1Moderator of interest is racial similarity of the dyad members.

Partial Mediation via
closeness only
Full Mediation via closeness
only
Partial Mediation via
closeness only
Full Mediation via closeness
only

Hyp.
H1a
H1b
H2a
H2b
H3a
H3b

Sample
Protégés
Protégés
Mentors
Mentors
Protégés
Protégés

H4a
H4b
H5a
H5b
H6a
H6b
H7a
H7b
H8a

Mentors
Mentors
Protégés
Protégés
Mentors
Mentors
Protégés
Protégés
Mentors

H8b
H9a
H9b
H10a
H10b
H11a
H11b
H12a
H12b

Mentors
Protégés
Protégés
Mentors
Mentors
Protégés
Protégés
Mentors
Mentors

Mediator
-

Finding
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Figure 1. Hypothesized moderated mediation model for protégés
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Figure 2. Hypothesized moderated mediation model for mentors
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Figure 3. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal closeness for protégés (Hypothesis 5a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial support in
parentheses represents the indirect effect via interpersonal closeness. The confidence interval for
the overall model is (.112, .302). ** p < .01
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Figure 4. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
career support as mediated by interpersonal closeness for protégés (Hypothesis 5b). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support in parentheses
represents the indirect effect via interpersonal closeness. The confidence interval for the overall
model is (.063, .323). ** p < .01
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Figure 5. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal closeness for mentors (Hypothesis 6a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial support in
parentheses represents the indirect effect via interpersonal closeness. The confidence interval for
the overall model is (.085, .198). ** p < .01
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Figure 6. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
career support as mediated by interpersonal closeness for mentors (Hypothesis 6b). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support in parentheses
represents the indirect effect via interpersonal closeness. The confidence interval for the overall
model is (.088 to .220). ** p < .01
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Figure 7. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal comfort for protégés (Hypothesis 9a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial support in
parentheses represents the indirect effect via interpersonal comfort. The confidence interval for
the overall model is (.075, .274). ** p < .01
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Figure 8. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
career support as mediated by interpersonal comfort for protégés (Hypothesis 9b). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support in parentheses
represents the indirect effect via interpersonal comfort. The confidence interval for the overall
model is (-.018, .240). ** p < .01
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Figure 9. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure and
psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal comfort for mentor (Hypothesis 10a). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial support in
parentheses represents the indirect effect via interpersonal comfort. The confidence interval for
the overall model is (.052, .156). ** p < .01
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Figure 10. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure
and career support as mediated by interpersonal comfort for mentors (Hypothesis 10b). The
unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support in parentheses
represents the indirect effect via interpersonal comfort. The confidence interval for the overall
model is (.018 to .174). ** p < .01
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Figure 11. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure
and psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort for
protégés. The unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial
support in parentheses represents the indirect effect via both interpersonal closeness and comfort.
The confidence interval for the overall model is (.103, .325). ** p < .01
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Figure 12. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure
and career support as mediated by interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort for
protégés. The Unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support
in parentheses represents the indirect effect via both interpersonal closeness and comfort. The
confidence interval for the overall model is (.010, .313). ** p < .01
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Figure 13. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure
and psychosocial support as mediated by interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort for
mentors. The Unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and psychosocial
support in parentheses represents the indirect effect via both interpersonal closeness and comfort.
The confidence interval for the overall model is (.095, .209). ** p < .01
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Figure 14. Unstandardized regression coefficients for the relationship between self-disclosure
and career support as mediated by interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort for mentors.
The Unstandardized regression coefficient between self-disclosure and career support in
parentheses represents the indirect effect via both interpersonal closeness and comfort. The
confidence interval for the overall model is (.074, .229). ** p < .01
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Figure 15. Conceptual model of PROCESS Model 59, which is being used to test the moderated
mediation hypotheses in the current study.
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Figure 16. Simple slope of the relationship between interpersonal closeness and psychosocial
support for mentors at 1 SD below the mean on interpersonal closeness, the mean of
interpersonal closeness and 1 SD above the mean of interpersonal closeness for same-race and
cross-race dyads (Hypothesis 8a).
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Appendix A
Interpersonal Closeness Pilot Items

INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the mentor you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your mentor.
Strong
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1. I feel close with my mentor.1
2. I feel like I know who my mentor really is.1
3. I feel like my mentor knows the real me.1
4. I feel warm towards my mentor.1
5. I feel like I know a lot about my mentor.1
6. I like my mentor.1
7. My mentor and I see things in the same way.
8. I feel that my mentor and I are in sync with one another.
9. My mentor is how I see myself in the future.
10. I see a lot of myself in my mentor.
INSTRUCTIONS FOR IOS ITEM (Aron et al., 1992): Select the pair of circles that best
describes your relationship with your mentor.

Me

Me

1

My Mentor

My Mentor

Me

Me

Items from Leitner et al. (2018)

My Mentor

My Mentor

Me

Me

My Mentor

My Mentor

Me

My Mentor
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Appendix B
Interpersonal Comfort Pilot Items

INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the mentor you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your mentor.
Strong
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1. I feel like I can freely talk to my mentor about anything.2
2. I completely trust my mentor.2
3. There is a great deal of open communication between my mentor and me.2
4. My mentor and I can talk to each other.
5. My mentor and I are not afraid to give each other feedback.
6. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing ways to improve our relationship.
7. My mentor and I are not afraid to have a difficult conversation.
8. My mentor and I can share our opinions without fear of repercussions.
9. My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing our points of view with each other.
10. My mentor and I feel that we can speak openly with one another.
11. My mentor and I speak candidly to one another.
12. My mentor and I are transparent with each other when discussing challenges that I am
facing.
13. My mentor and I avoid potentially tense conversations.
14. My mentor and I experience an anxious feeling when sharing difficult information or
feedback.
15. My mentor and I avoid sensitive topics.

2

Items from Allen et al. (2005)
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Appendix C
Self-Disclosure Self-Report
Wanberg et al. (2007)
Protégé Version (original)
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

To what extent have you:
1. Disclosed information, feelings, and thoughts to your mentor (e.g., telling your mentor
about your work-related experiences, emotions, beliefs, fears, failures, and successes)?
2. Disclosed your true feelings and emotions to your mentor?
3. Disclosed your thoughts about what is important to you in life and in your job?
4. Disclosed information to your mentor about your weaknesses or developmental needs?
5. Told your mentor about things you have done of which you are proud?
6. Disclosed information that you feel is very meaningful, personal, or revealing about
yourself?
Protégé Version (modified)
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

To what extent have you and your mentor:
1. Disclosed information, feelings, and thoughts to each other (e.g., telling each other about
your work-related experiences, emotions, beliefs, fears, failures, and successes)?
2. Disclosed your true feelings and emotions to each other?
3. Disclosed your thoughts about what is important to you in life and in your job to each
other?
4. Disclosed information to each other about your weaknesses or developmental needs?
5. Told each other about things you have done of which you are proud?
6. Disclosed information that you feel is very meaningful, personal, or revealing about
yourselves?
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Mentor Version (original)
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

To what extent have you:
1. Disclosed information, feelings, and thoughts to your protégé (e.g., telling your protégé
about your work-related experiences, emotions, beliefs, fears, failures, and successes)?
2. Disclosed your true feelings and emotions to your protégé?
3. Disclosed your thoughts about what is important to you in life and in your job?
4. Disclosed information to your protégé about your (current or previous) weaknesses or
developmental needs?
5. Told your protégé about things you have done of which you are proud?
6. Disclosed information that you feel is very meaningful, personal, or revealing about
yourself?
Mentor Version (modified)
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

To what extent have you and your protégé:
1. Disclosed information, feelings, and thoughts to each other (e.g., telling each other about
your work-related experiences, emotions, beliefs, fears, failures, and successes)?
2. Disclosed your true feelings and emotions to each other?
3. Disclosed your thoughts about what is important to you in life and in your job to each
other?
4. Disclosed information to each other about your weaknesses or developmental needs?
5. Told each other about things you have done of which you are proud?
6. Disclosed information that you feel is very meaningful, personal, or revealing about
yourselves?
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Appendix D
Interpersonal Closeness
Final Items
Version for Protégés:
INSTRUCTIONS: Select the pair of circles that best describes your relationship with your
mentor.

My Mentor

Me

My Mentor

Me

Me

Me

My Mentor

My Mentor

Me

Me

My Mentor

My Mentor

Me

My Mentor

INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the mentor you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your mentor.
Strong
Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

I feel close with my mentor.
I feel warm towards my mentor.
I completely trust my mentor.
I like my mentor.

Undecided

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Version for Mentors:
INSTRUCTIONS: Select the pair of circles that best describes your relationship with your
protégé.

My Protégé

Me

My Protégé

Me

Me

Me

My Protégé

My Protégé

Me

Me

My Protégé

My Protégé

Me

My Protégé

INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the protégé you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your protégé.
Strong
Disagree
1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

I feel close with my protégé.
I feel warm towards my protégé.
I completely trust my protégé.
I like my protégé.

Undecided

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Appendix E
Interpersonal Comfort
Final Items

Version for Protégés:
INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the mentor you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your mentor.
Strong
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Undecided

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

My mentor and I feel comfortable sharing ways to improve our relationship.
My mentor and I are not afraid to have a difficult conversation.*
My mentor and I feel that we can speak openly with one another.
My mentor and I speak candidly to one another.
My mentor and I are transparent with each other when discussing challenges that I am
facing.
6. My mentor and I avoid potentially tense conversations. (R)*
7. My mentor and I avoid sensitive topics. (R)*
Version for Mentors:
INSTRUCTIONS: Think about the mentor you identified above. Indicate the degree to which
you agree with the following statements, as they relate to your relationship with your mentor.
Strong
Disagree

Disagree

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Somewhat
Disagree

Undecided

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

My protégé and I feel comfortable sharing ways to improve our relationship.
My protégé and I are not afraid to have a difficult conversation.*
My protégé and I feel that we can speak openly with one another.
My protégé and I speak candidly to one another.
My protégé and I are transparent with each other when discussing challenges that he/she
is facing.
6. My protégé and I avoid potentially tense conversations. (R)*
7. My protégé and I avoid sensitive topics. (R)*
*Items Removed in Study 1
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Appendix F
Mentoring Functions
Original (Noe, 1988)
Psychosocial Mentoring Functions:
1. Mentor has shared history of his/her career with you (Coaching)
2. Mentor has encouraged you to prepare for advancement (Coaching)
3. Mentor has encouraged me to try new ways of behaving in my job (Acceptance &
Confirmation)
4. I try to imitate the work behavior of my mentor (Role Model)
5. I agree with my mentor’s attitudes and values regarding education (Role Model)
6. I respect and admire my mentor (Role Model)
7. I will try to be like my mentor when I reach a similar position in my career (Role Model)
8. My mentor has demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations (Counseling)
9. My mentor has discussed my questions or concerns regarding feelings of competence,
commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and supervisors or work/family
conflicts (Counseling)
10. My mentor has shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my problems
(Counseling)
11. My mentor has encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety and fears that detract from my
work (Counseling)
12. My mentor has conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings I have discussed with
him/her (Counseling)
13. My mentor has kept feelings and doubts I shared with him/her in strict confidence
(Counseling)
14. My mentor has conveyed feelings of respect for me as an individual (Acceptance &
Confirmation)
Career Mentoring Functions:
15. Mentor reduced unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of becoming a school
principal or receiving a promotion (Protection)
16. Mentor helped you finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have
been difficult to complete (Protection)
17. Mentor helped you meet new colleagues (Exposure & Visibility)
18. Mentor gave you assignments that increased written and personal contact with school
administrators (Exposure & Visibility)
19. Mentor assigned responsibilities to you that have increased your contact with people in the
district who may judge your potential for future advancement (Exposure & Visibility)
20. Mentor gave you assignments or tasks in your work that prepare you for an administrative
position (Sponsorship)
21. Mentor gave you assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills (Challenging
Assignments)
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Version for Protégé:
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

Psychosocial Mentoring Functions:
1. My mentor has shared his/her history of his/her career with me.
2. My mentor has encouraged me to prepare for potential career advancement.
3. My mentor has encouraged me to try new ways of behaving in my job.
4. I try to imitate the work behavior of my mentor.
5. I agree with my mentor’s attitudes and values regarding the workplace.
6. I respect and admire my mentor.
7. I will try to be like my mentor when I reach a similar position in my career.
8. My mentor has demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.
9. My mentor has discussed my questions or concerns regarding feelings of competence,
commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and superiors or work/family
conflicts.
10. My mentor has shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my problems.
11. My mentor has encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety and fears that detract from my
work.
12. My mentor has conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings I have discussed with
him/her.
13. My mentor has kept feelings and doubts I shared with him/her in strict confidence.
14. My mentor has conveyed feelings of respect for me as an individual.
Career Mentoring Functions:
15. My mentor reduced unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of receiving a
promotion.
16. My mentor helped me finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have
been difficult to complete.
17. My mentor helped me meet new colleagues.
18. My mentor gave me opportunities that increased written and personal contact with senior
leaders and other managers.
19. My mentor assigned responsibilities to me that have increased my contact with people in the
company who may judge my potential for future advancement.
20. My mentor gave me assignments or tasks in my work that prepare me for a more advanced
position.
21. My mentor gave me assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills.
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Version for Mentor:
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicated the extent to which each of the following statement describes
your mentoring experience.
To a very
slight
extent

To a slight
extent

Somewhat

To a large
extent

To a very
large extent

Psychosocial Mentoring Functions:
1. As a mentor, I have shared the history of my career with my protégé.
2. As a mentor, I have encouraged my protégé to prepare for potential career advancement.
3. As a mentor, I have encouraged my protégé to try new ways of behaving in his/her job.
4. My protégé tries to imitate my behavior.
5. My protégé agrees with my attitudes and values regarding the workplace.
6. My protégé respects and admires me.
7. My protégé expresses that (s)he will try to be like me when (s)he reaches a similar position in
his/her careers.
8. As a mentor, I have demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.
9. As a mentor, I have discussed my protégé’s questions or concerns regarding feelings of
competence, commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and superiors or
work/family conflicts.
10. As a mentor, I have shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my protégé's
problems.
11. As a mentor, I have encouraged my protégé to talk openly about his/her anxiety and fears
that detract from his/her work.
12. As a mentor, I have conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings my protégé has
discussed with me.
13. As a mentor, I have kept feelings and doubts my protégé has shared with me in strict
confidence.
14. As a mentor, I have conveyed feelings of respect for my protégé as an individual.
Career Mentoring Functions:
15. As a mentor, I reduced unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of my protégé
receiving a promotion.
16. As a mentor, I helped my protégé finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise
would have been difficult to complete.
17. As a mentor, I helped my protégé meet new colleagues.
18. As a mentor, I gave my protégé opportunities that increased written and personal contact
with senior leaders and other managers.
19. As a mentor, I assigned responsibilities to my protégé that have increased his/her contact
with people in the school who may judge his/her potential for future advancement.
20. As a mentor, I gave my protégé assignments or tasks that prepare him/her for a more
advanced position.
21. As a mentor, I gave my protégé assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills.
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Appendix G
Screening Questions

1. Have you ever served as a mentor or mentee in the workplace? If you have served as both
a mentor and a mentee, select the one that is most recent.
a. Mentor
b. Protégé
c. No, I have never served as a mentor or protégé
2. Please describe the characteristics of this recent mentoring relationship in 2-3 sentences.
For example, describe one mentoring partner (without using names) and what were some
of the high-level goals of your mentoring relationship. [OPEN ENDED]
3. Are you currently in this mentoring relationship?
a. Yes
b. No, I am referencing a previous mentoring relationship
c. No, I have never been in a mentoring relationship
4. What was your employment status at the time of the mentoring relationship?
a. Self-employed
b. Employed full-time (i.e., 40 or more hours per week)
c. Employed part-time (i.e., less than 40 hours per week)
d. Unemployed
e. Retired
f. Leave of absence
g. Other (please specify)
5. How would you best describe the organization that you were working in during your
mentoring relationship?
a. For-profit corporation
b. For-profit small business
c. Non-profit organization
d. Educational Institution (e.g., university, grade school, high school)
e. Other (please specify)
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Appendix H
Control Variables
Gender
What is your gender?
1. Male
2. Female

Time in Relationship
How long did your mentoring relationship last/ How long have you been in this mentoring
relationship?
1. Less than 3 months
2. 3 months - less than 6 months
3. 6 months - less than 1 year
4. 1 year - less than 2 years
5. 2 years - less than 3 years
6. 3 years or more
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Appendix I
Moderator Variable

Ethnicity
Which of the following best describes your/your mentor’s(protégé’s) ethnicity? Please check all
that apply.
1. White
2. Black or African American
3. Asian
4. Hispanic/Latino
5. Native American or Alaskan Native
6. Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander
7. Other (please specify)

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

148

Appendix J
Demographic Variables
Formality of Mentoring Relationship:
Please describe how you and your mentoring partner were matched up (e.g., did your
organization pair you up or did you find each other).

Age
What is your age?

Familiarity with Mentor/Protégé prior to study
Have you ever met your assigned mentor (protégé) either virtually or in person?
1. Yes
2. No

Mentoring Relationship Characteristics
How long ago did this mentoring relationship end?
1. Less than 3 months
2. 3 months - less than 6 months
3. 6 months - less than 1 year
4. 1 year - less than 2 years
5. 2 years - less than 3 years
6. 3 years or more

Work experience
Which of the following best describes your job level at the time of the mentoring relationship?
1. Hourly employee (e.g., bank teller, clerk, waiter, nurse's aide; paid by the hour)
2. Self-employed
3. Non-supervisory professional job requiring a college degree (e.g., teacher, nurse,
accountant, engineer)
4. Entry-level manager or supervisor, who supervises non-management employees
5. Middle-level manager
6. Upper mid-level manager (e.g., department head, superintendent, regional manager)
7. Executive (e.g., vice president, director, division head, business unit head)
8. Top management (e.g., chief executive officer, president, chief operating officer)
9. Other (Please Specify)
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In what industry was the organization that this mentoring relationship occurred?
1. Accommodation and Food Service
2. Administrative and Support Services
3. Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting
4. Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
5. Construction
6. Educational Services
7. Finance and Insurance
8. Government
9. Healthcare and Social Assistance
10. Information
11. Management of Companies and Enterprises
12. Manufacturing
13. Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
14. Other services (Except Public Administration)
15. Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
16. Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
17. Retail Trade
18. Self-Employed
19. Transportation and Warehousing
20. Utilities
21. Wholesale Trade
22. Other Industry (please specify)
Meeting Information
How many meetings did you have with your mentor (protégé)? [Dropdown ranging from 1-30 or
more]
[If fewer than 12 meetings] Why did you not meet once a week? [open ended]
On average, how long were your meetings with you mentor (protégé)?
1. Less than 30 minutes
2. 30 minutes – 44 minutes
3. 45 minutes - 59 minutes
4. 1 hour – 1.25 hours
5. 1.25 hours -1.5 hours
6. 1.5 hours – 1.75 hours
7. 1.75 hours - 2 hours
8. More than 2 hours
9. We never met
On average, how did you meet with you mentor (protégé)?
1. In person
2. Over the phone
3. Video Conferencing
4. We never met
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Education
What is the highest level of schooling you completed?
1. Some high school (no high school diploma)
2. High school graduate (or GED)
3. Associate/two-year degree
4. Bachelor's degree
5. Advanced degree (e.g., PhD, MD, JD)

Marker Variable (HBCU Stereotyping)
INSRTUCTIONS: Please choose the response that reflects your endorsement of the following
statements regarding: Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) and Historically
White Institutions (HWIs).
Strong
Disagree
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Undecided

Somewhat
Agree

HBCUs are mostly all the same.
HBCUs do not prepare students for the real world.
Only Black people attend HBCUs.
Students at HBCUs couldn’t get in anywhere else.
The only good things about HBCUs are marching bands.
HBCUs encourage segregation.

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Appendix K
Fast Mentor’s Pilot Study
The goal of this pilot study was to explore how self-disclosure could be manipulated to
increase mentoring outcomes via interpersonal closeness and comfort. In this small-scale pilot, I
explored if an intervention in comparison to a control condition could over time increase (1)
interpersonal closeness and comfort (i.e., the mediators) and (2) the psychosocial and career
mentoring outcomes measured in a cross-sectional self-report design used in main research
study. In particular, I hypothesized:
Hypothesis 1: Across same- and cross-race mentoring dyads, protégés who undergo the
self-disclosure manipulation will report receiving more (a) psychosocial mentoring
support and (b) career mentoring support from mentors than those who do not undergo
the self-disclosure manipulation.
Hypothesis 2: Across same- and cross-race mentoring dyads, mentors who undergo the
self-disclosure manipulation will report providing greater (a) psychosocial mentoring
support and (b) career mentoring support to protégés than mentors who do not undergo
the self-disclosure manipulation.
Hypothesis 3: Interpersonal closeness with one’s (a) mentor or (b) protégé will increase
from the pre-intervention assessment to the post-intervention assessment significantly
more for those in the self-disclosure condition than those in the small-talk condition. This
difference will stay consistent between the post-intervention assessment and postmentoring assessment.
Hypothesis 4: Interpersonal comfort with one’s (a) mentor or (b) protégé will increase
from the pre-intervention baseline assessment to the post-intervention assessment
significantly more for those in the self-disclosure condition than those in the small-talk
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condition. This difference will stay consistent between the post-intervention assessment
and post-mentoring assessment.
Method
Participants. The participants (Mentors: n=11; Protégés: n=12;) for the study were
members of a psychology professional association. The protégés were student affiliate members
of the professional association from underrepresented groups and mentors were members and
associate members. Across the three surveys, 11 mentors completed Surveys 1 & 2 and only 7
completed all three surveys; meanwhile, 11 protégés completed Surveys 1 & 2 and only 9
completed all three surveys.
The mentors were from both majority and underrepresented backgrounds; specifically,
45.5% were White (n=5), 9.1% were Black (n=1), and 45.5% were Asian (n=5). The mentors
were predominantly female (81.8%, n=9) and had a mean age of 36.64 years old. The protégés
were all from underrepresented minority groups; specifically, 33.3% were Black (n=4), 25%
were Asian (n=3), and 41.7% were Hispanic/Latino (n=5). The protégés were predominantly
female (75%, n=9) and had a mean age of 28.27 years old. Additionally, of the 10 dyads that had
both the mentor and protégé complete Survey 2, three dyads were of the same race and same
gender, three dyads were aligned on gender only, two dyads were aligned on race only, and two
dyads were not aligned on race or gender. However, given that the same-race dyads were all
same-race minority dyads and the overall sample was small, the hypotheses tested in research
study regarding racial similarity could not be tested in this pilot study.
Procedure. The proposed study took place over a three-month period. While this
timeframe is shorter than traditional formal mentoring programs, there is no longitudinal
evidence to suggest that this timeframe is inadequate for mentors and protégés to benefit from
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the mentoring relationship (Allen et al., 2008). In terms of the study design, there was three main
phases of this study. There was the (1) initial recruitment and baseline assessment stage, (2) the
self-disclosure or small-talk (control condition) meetings which included a second assessment,
and then (3) the follow-up assessment at the three-month mark. These three stages all occurred
during the implementation of a new mentoring pilot program organized by the aforementioned
professional association.
Recruitment and pre-intervention assessment. Participants were recruited by the
professional association to serve as mentors or protégés. They were recruited via an email
communication invitation asking them to register to participate in a pilot mentoring program.
Once the mentors and protégés were identified and paired into dyads by the professional
organization, the organizers of the professional association communicated that a research study
would be conducted and that participation was voluntary. In this communication, the informed
consent form was shared, followed by a form that allowed mentors and protégés to provide their
contact information and the name of their mentoring partner, which allowed the researcher to
identify the paired participants. Given that consent was needed from both protégé and mentor in
order for them to participate in the intervention, of the 39 mentors and 36 protégés that registered
for the study, only 25 dyads were eligible to participate and thus received Survey 1.
After the dyads were identified, a follow-up email communication was sent out to the
participants with step-by-step instruction that included: (1) a link to the initial survey, (2) the
unique dyad number assigned to protect their confidentiality, (3) the intervention condition they
were randomly assigned to with a short video detailing the instructions for how to complete the
intervention, and (4) a link to Survey 2. The initial survey included demographic variables that
captured the participant’s race and gender as well as information about whether or not the
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participant knew his/her mentor or protégé (see Appendix J). Furthermore, if the participant
knew his/her mentor or protégé, initial baseline measures of the interpersonal closeness (see
Appendix D) and interpersonal comfort (see Appendix E) were collected in order to capture how
well the individual knew his/her mentor or protégé prior to the program (e.g., they may know
each other from participating in a conference session together).
Self-disclosure meetings and post-intervention assessment. During that follow-up
communication detailed above, the dyads were given a set of instructions for an icebreaker
activity. This initial interaction was ideally during the dyad’s first meeting. The icebreaker
activity was either the self-disclosure condition or the small-talk control condition. The activity
started by presenting dyads with the video instructions that detailed the written instructions as
well as more technical instructions about how to conduct this meeting virtually through the
Qualtrics link provided by the researcher. After the mentoring dyads viewed the instructional
video on their own, they began with the questions in Set I. After 15 minutes, the dyads were
automatically advanced to the questions in Set II. Finally, after another 15 minutes, dyads were
automatically advanced to the questions in Set III. After a final 15 minutes, participants were
given a message encouraging them to go complete Survey 2 individually. All of the questions
were presented electronically through a timed presentation facilitated by Qualtrics. Dyads all
completed the exercise via video chat.
For the experimental self-disclosure condition, participants were given the adapted Fast
Mentors procedure developed by Leitner et al (2018). Leitner et al. created the Fast Mentors
procedure by adapting the Fast Friends procedures (Aron et al., 1997; Page-Gould et al., 2008).
Fast Mentors uses three sets of questions that increase in self-disclosure. Partners took turns
reading and answering up to 36 questions, which increase in the degree of self-disclosure
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required. It is important to note that participants by design do not typically make it through all
questions in a set in the allotted 15 minutes. Leitner et al. adapted the original Fast Friends
questions to better acknowledge the status, respect, and experience differences that distinguish
mentoring relationships from friendships. Furthermore, the questions were altered to ensure that
they would be appropriate for a mentor-protégé interaction. As such, questions regarding topics
such as romance, politics, and religion were removed or altered. For the control condition,
participants were given a set of small talk questions developed by Aron et al (1997). These
questions were used because they involve minimal disclosure and limit the focus on the partner
or the relationship while still mirroring the structure used in the Fast Mentors procedure (i.e.,
three sets of 12 questions).
Immediately following the self-disclosure condition, participants were asked to complete
the interpersonal closeness measure, the interpersonal comfort measure, and a manipulation
check to get information regarding the initial effectiveness of the self-disclosure measure. The
measurement of the interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort measure served as a check
to ensure the initial effectiveness of the measure. In prior studies, interpersonal closeness has
been examined in close succession with the self-disclosure exercise (e.g., Aron et al., 1997;
Page-Gould et al., 2008) and as such there should be an increase in interpersonal closeness and,
likely, comfort following the intervention. If the individuals did not feel close and comfortable
with each other after the self-disclosure exercise but do later on in the relationship, then there
may be other elements of the relationship that are impacting these variables other than the Fast
Mentors exercise.
Post-mentoring Assessment. At the end of the three-month period, a follow-up
assessment was given to the mentors and the protégés. This assessment included the
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interpersonal closeness measures, the interpersonal comfort measure, and the mentoring
functions scale of psychosocial support and career support (see Appendix F). This scale was
adjusted such that protégés were assessing the mentoring support that they received, and mentors
were assessing the mentoring support that they gave. Additional demographic information was
also included. Specifically, protégés and mentors were asked to report the frequency and
duration of their mentoring meetings. This was gathered to check that the dyads were meeting
and that the meetings were long enough for protégés to benefit from working with their mentors.
Measures
Interpersonal closeness. Interpersonal closeness was assessed using the five-item
measure determined in the closeness and comfort pilot (see Appendix D).
Interpersonal comfort. Interpersonal comfort was assessed using the four-item measure
determined in main research study (see Appendix E).
Mentoring Functions. Mentoring functions was assessed using adapted measures of
Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale (see Appendix F). Noe’s original scale was adapted for
the present study to measure both the protégé’s and mentor’s perceptions of the functions that the
mentor provided the protégé. The adapted version used in the present study consisted of (1)
rewording the items to focus on the career aspirations rather than the educational setting or a
specific organization and (2) to capture either the protégé’s or mentor’s perspective. The measure
captures both psychosocial and career support. The psychosocial support subscale consists of 14
items. An example of a psychosocial support item for protégés is “my mentor has demonstrated
good listening skills in our conversations,” while an example of a psychosocial support item for
the mentor would be “as a mentor, I have demonstrated good listening skills in our
conversations.” The career support subscale consists of seven items. An example of a career
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support item for protégés is “my mentor gave me assignments that present opportunities to learn
new skills,” while an example of a career support item for the mentor would be “as a mentor, I
gave my protégé assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills.” The Cronbach’s
alpha for Noe’s (1988) original 14-item psychosocial mentoring functions scale was .92 and
alpha for the original seven-item career mentoring functions scale was .89. Given that the current
study is a small-scale pilot study, a reliable Cronbach’s alpha could not be calculated. The items
were measured using a 7-point Likert response scale ranging from “to a very slight extent” to “to
a very large extent”.
Pilot Study Results
Because this was a small-scale pilot study, many traditional data screening procedures
could not be run on this data. Additionally, correlations could not be run on such a small sample
size as they would be unreliable and bootstrapping is not recommended below sample sizes of 50
(Sideridis & Simos, 2010). Therefore, after assuring participants passed the manipulation checks,
means and standard deviations of the mentor and protégé variables were calculated (see Table
37). The low standard deviations across the scales indicate restricted variance which may have
implications for finding significant relationships when testing the hypotheses.
One assumption that was made during data clean-up was the assumption that mentors and
protégés who stated that they had not met their partner prior to completing Survey 1 were
effectively at a baseline of zero on interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort. This
assumption was necessary to assess the change in interpersonal closeness (Hypothesis 3) and
interpersonal comfort (Hypothesis 4) between T1 (Survey 1; pre-intervention baseline) and T2
(Survey 2; post-intervention time point). However, one limitation of this assumption is that it
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may artificially inflate the quantified change in interpersonal closeness and comfort between
those two assessment points.
Hypothesis Testing. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using independent sample t tests.
Independent sample t-tests allows for the examination of mean differences across two samples
(i.e., self-disclosure condition and small talk condition). Additionally, t tests are better suited
than most analyses using samples of this size (de Winter, 2013).
Hypothesis 1 predicted that across same- and cross-race mentoring dyads, protégés who
underwent the self-disclosure manipulation would report receiving more (a) psychosocial
mentoring support and (b) career mentoring support from mentors than those who did not
undergo the self-disclosure manipulation. On average, protégés in the self-disclosure condition
(M=3.56, SE = .59) did not perceive receiving greater psychosocial mentoring support than those
protégés in the small talk condition (M=3.36, SE = .45). Ultimately, Hypothesis 1a was not
significant and therefore not supported; t (8) = .222, p =.831, d=.209. Additionally, protégés in
the self-disclosure condition (M=2.14, SE = .55) did not perceive receiving greater career
mentoring support than those protégés in the small talk condition (M=1.76, SE = .69).
Ultimately, Hypothesis 1b was not significant and therefore not supported; t (7) = .426, p =.685,
d=.826.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that across same- and cross-race mentoring dyads, mentors who
underwent the self-disclosure manipulation would report providing greater (a) psychosocial
mentoring support and (b) career mentoring support to their protégés than mentors in the control
condition. On average, mentors in the self-disclosure condition (M=3.94, SE = .13) did not
perceive providing greater psychosocial mentoring support than those mentors in the small talk
condition (M=3.81, SE = .25). Ultimately, Hypothesis 2a was not significant and therefore not
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supported; t (7) = .530, p = .831, d=.347. Additionally, mentors in the self-disclosure condition
(M=2.33, SE = .35) did not perceive providing greater career mentoring support than those
mentors in the small talk condition (M=2.05, SE = .27). Ultimately, Hypothesis 2b was not
significant and therefore not supported; t (7) = .527, p=.685, d=.896.
To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, a two (self-disclosure condition vs. small talk condition) X
three (Closeness or Comfort at T1 vs. T2 vs. T3) repeated-measure analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was conducted. The repeated-measure ANOVA allows for the examination of the
within-person variance across the three survey time points (i.e., pre-intervention, postintervention, and three-months post-intervention) as well as the between-person variance across
conditions.
Typically, before testing the hypotheses, a core underlying assumption of a repeatedmeasures ANOVA, the assumption of sphericity, should be tested. The assumption of sphericity
is the assumption that the variance of the differences between all combinations of the related
conditions or time points are equal. This is similar to the assumption of equal variances in a oneway ANOVA. The assumption of sphericity is tested using Mauchly’s Test which tests the
equivalences of the hypothesized and the observed variance/covariance patterns. When this test
is significant, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis that the variances are
not equal (i.e., sphericity has been violated) is assumed. If the assumption of sphericity is
violated, there are corrections that can be made; two common corrections are the GreenhouseGeisser correction and the Huynh-Feldt correction. However, Mauchly’s Test for the hypotheses
examined in Hypotheses 3 and 4 resulted in zero degrees of freedom and therefore the
assumption of sphericity could not be assessed. As sphericity could not be determined, the
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Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh-Feldt corrections were included in all analyses as the need for
them could not be eliminated.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that interpersonal closeness with one’s (a) mentor or (b) protégé
would increase from the pre-intervention baseline (Survey 1; T1) to the post-intervention time
point (Survey 2; T2) significantly more for those in the self-disclosure condition than those in the
small-talk condition. This difference was then predicted to stay consistent between T2 and postmentoring time point (Survey 3; T3). For Hypotheses 3a (see Tables 1-2), there was a significant
change in closeness scores between the pre-intervention baseline (T1) and the post-intervention
times point (T2) for protégés, F (1,8) = 5.209, p = .052. However, the interaction between time
and condition was not significant; F (1,8) = .285, ns. This suggests that interpersonal closeness
improved over time regardless of condition. Furthermore, the differences between the postintervention time point (T2) and three-month follow-up (T3) was not a significant change in
interpersonal closeness, F (1, 6) = 1.363, p =.608. Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was not supported.
For Hypothesis 3b (see Table 3-4), there was a significant change in closeness scores
between the pre-intervention baseline (T1) and the post-intervention times points (T2) for
mentors, F (1,9) = 36.853, p = .000. Moreover, the interaction between time and condition (i.e.,
self-disclosure or small talk) was also significant; F (1,9) = 4.269, p =.069. In order to
investigate this effect future, I examined the plotted mean differences between conditions at T1
and T2 which suggested that mentors in the self-disclosure condition experienced a greater
interpersonal closeness than those in the small talk condition across both T1 and T2, however the
effect dissipated overtime; this relationship is the opposite from the predicted relationship.
Furthermore, the differences between the post-intervention time point (T2) and three-month
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follow-up (T3) was not a significant change in interpersonal closeness, F (1, 6) = .159, p =.704.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not supported.
Hypothesis 4 predicted that interpersonal comfort with one’s (a) mentor or (b) protégé
will increase from the pre-intervention baseline (Survey 1; T1) to the post-intervention time
point (Survey 2; T2) significantly more for those in the self-disclosure condition than those in the
small-talk condition. This difference will stay consistent between T2 and post-mentoring time
point (Survey 3; T3). For Hypothesis 4a (see Table 5-6), there was a significant change in
interpersonal comfort scores between the pre-intervention baseline (T1) and the post-intervention
times point (T2) for protégés, F (1,8) = 3.707, p = .090. However, the interaction between time
and condition was not significant F (1,8) = .353, p =.569. This suggests that interpersonal
comfort improved overtime regardless of condition for protégés. Furthermore, the differences
between the post-intervention time point (T2) and three-month follow-up (T3) was not a
significant change in interpersonal comfort; F (1,6) = 3.498, p =.111. Therefore, Hypothesis 4a
was not supported.
For Hypothesis 4b (see Table 7-8), there was a significant change for mentors in
interpersonal comfort scores between the pre-intervention baseline (T1) and the post-intervention
times points (T2) for protégés, F (1,9) =36.75, p =.000. The interaction between time and
condition was also significant F (1,9) =3.748, p =.085. In order to investigate this effect future, I
examined the plotted mean differences between conditions at T1 and T2 which suggested that
mentors in the self-disclosure condition experienced a greater interpersonal comfort than those in
the small talk condition across both T1 and T2, however the effect dissipated overtime; this
relationship is the opposite from the predicted relationship. Furthermore, the differences between
the post-intervention time point (T2) and three-month follow-up (T3) was not a significant
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change in interpersonal comfort, F (1,6) = 1.049, p =.345. Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was not
supported.
Pilot Study Discussion
The goal of this study was to pilot the Fast Mentors intervention as a method of
increasing (1) interpersonal closeness and comfort and (2) the psychosocial and career mentoring
outcomes. This small-scale pilot found mixed results in this pursuit. The hypotheses for the
impact of the self-disclosure condition on (a) psychosocial mentoring support and (b) career
mentoring support was not supported for mentors or protégés. There can be a couple reasons why
these hypotheses were not supported. First, it could be that the sample was too small to detect
any effects. While t tests can be run on small sample sizes (de Winter, 2013), this may have been
too small of a sample to detect any meaningful differences between mentors and protégés in the
self-disclosure condition from those in the small talk condition. Second, the three-month
timeframe may have been too short for mentors and protégés to perceive any given or received
benefits. Given that there are different perspectives and lack of consensus on the ideal length of a
mentoring relationship (Allen et al., 2008), it is unclear if three months is too short of a
timeframe to detect these outcomes and therefore detect the difference between conditions.
Finally, it is also possible that there was not any effect of condition on these outcomes. However,
given the consistent finding that higher self-disclosure translated into higher benefits in the main
research study, this explanation is less probable.
The results were also mixed for the hypotheses that predicted interpersonal closeness
(Hypothesis 3) and interpersonal comfort (Hypothesis 4) would increase from the preintervention baseline (T1) to the post-intervention time point (T2) significantly more for those in
the self-disclosure condition than those in the small-talk condition and that this difference would
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remain consistent between T2 and post-mentoring time point (T3). First, the hypothesized
patterns for both interpersonal closeness and comfort were not supported for mentors such that
interpersonal closeness increased significantly more between T1 and T2 for mentors in the selfdisclosure condition than mentors in the small talk condition and then there was no significant
difference between T2 and T3. However, the significant increase between T1 and T2 was in the
opposite direction from the proposed relationship such that those in the self-disclosure condition
reported significantly higher interpersonal closeness and comfort at T1 than those in the control
condition, but that difference was reduced after the intervention (T2). For protégés, while there
was a significant increase in interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort between T1 and
T2, was no significant difference based on the condition. Furthermore, there was no significant
increase in interpersonal closeness or comfort between T2 and T3. Ultimately, this suggests that
the Fast Mentors intervention may not improve interpersonal closeness or comfort for either
mentors or protégé. When comparing this to the main research study findings, this is unexpected
given that both mentors and protégés did perceive differences in how close and comfortable they
would be answering the Fast Mentors Questions and the results did show that increased selfdisclosure increased both interpersonal closeness and comfort for both mentors and protégés.
There are key limitations that should be addressed in future studies. The first limitation in
interpreting these results is the small sample size. While the analyses selected for testing these
hypotheses are analyses that can be used on samples of these sizes (e.g., de Winter, 2013;
Oberfeld & Franke, 2013), they do not provide any assurance that these selected individuals are
representative of the broader population. However, the findings in this current study do provide
evidence that suggests a larger, more representative study is warranted. A second key limitation
that impacts the interpretation of these results is the assumption that those mentors and protégés
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who had not met prior to the intervention had a baseline interpersonal comfort and closeness
score of zero. While this was a necessary assumption to examine change over time and was
implied by the lack of contact prior to the intervention (i.e., no possibility to feel close or
comfortable with the individual), it may also artificially inflate the detected increase in perceived
interpersonal closeness and comfort. Both these limitations could be addressed in future research
by increasing the sample size and conducting the intervention after the first meeting, when a true
baseline of closeness and comfort can be assessed.
There are also a few limitations related to ecological validity of the study that should be
acknowledged. First, this study was one that assessed mentoring relationships that were not
actually occurring in the workplace. While these career-focused mentoring dyads are similar to
workplace relationships as they did focus on helping graduate students pursue careers in the
mentors’ area of expertise, they are not the same in that a workplace mentoring relationship can
both carry additional benefits (e.g., greater ability to influence promotion and other career
growth opportunities; Allen et al. 2004; Eby et al., 2013) and risks (e.g., reputation risk if protégé
performs poorly) that may influence interactions. As such, the context may influence the way in
which the interpersonal relationship and the related interpersonal closeness and comfort
experienced develop and impact mentoring outcomes. However, taken together with the main
research study’s findings in more traditional workplace mentoring relationships, there is
evidence that self-disclosure, whether naturally-occurring or manipulated, can have a positive
impact on interpersonal closeness and interpersonal comfort in either setting.
Lastly, a limitation of this study worth noting is that it did not compare cross-race and
same-race mentoring pairs as the main research study did and, as such, cannot speak to the role
that racial differences have on the impact of the self-disclosure intervention. However, based on

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

165

the findings of the main research study, the racial similarity of the mentoring dyads did not have
a significant impact on most of the predicted relationships and therefore may not have added any
value in this context. Nevertheless, these are just assumptions based on a cross-sectional study
that did not use the self-disclosure intervention; therefore, future research should examine how
implementing such an intervention can impact traditional workplace mentoring relationships and
cross-race mentoring relationships in particular.

Table 37. Pilot Study Means and Standard Deviations

Closeness T1

Mean
4.73

Mentor
SD
0.23

Protégé
Mean
SD
4.47
0.95

Closeness T2

5.67

1.15

5.67

0.12

Closeness T3

5.67

1.17

5.53

0.99

Comfort T1

4.81

1.15

4.62

0.58

Comfort T2

5.81

0.51

5.62

0.73

Comfort T3

5.86

0.29

5.05

1.30

Psychosocial Support

3.93

0.33

4.10

0.58

Career Support

1.95

0.59

2.48

1.15

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

166

Table 1. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 3a between T1 and T2
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
26.508
1.452
5.089

df
1
1
8

F
5.209
.285

p
<.10
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
<.10
ns

Huynh-Feldt
<.10
ns

Table 2. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 3a between T2 and T3
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
1.102
.303
.809

df
1
1
6

F
1.363
.374

p
ns
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
ns
ns

Huynh-Feldt
ns
ns

Table 3. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 3b between T1 and T2
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
78.350
9.0777
2.126

df
1
1
9

F
36.853
4.269

p
<.01
<.10

Greenhouse-Geisser
<.01
<.10

Huynh-Feldt
<.01
<.10

Table 4. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 3b between T2 and T3
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

‘

MS
.101
.301
.633

df
1
1
6

F
.159
.475

p
ns
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
ns
ns

Huynh-Feldt
ns
ns
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Table 5. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 4a between T1 and T2
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
79.555
9.151
2.141

df
1
1
8

F
3.707
.353

p
<.10
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
<.10
ns

Huynh-Feldt
<.10
ns

Table 6. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 4a between T2 and T3
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
.491
.614
.628

df
1
1
6

F
3.498
.977

p
ns
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
ns
ns

Huynh-Feldt
ns
ns

Table 7. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 4b between T1 and T2
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
86.366
8.809
2.350

df
1
1
9

F
36.750
3.748

p
<.01
<.10

Greenhouse-Geisser
<.01
<.10

Huynh-Feldt
<.01
<.10

Table 8. Repeated measures Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis 4b between T2 and T3
Effect
Time
Time x Condition
Error

MS
.101
.301
.633

df
1
1
6

F
1.049
.475

p
ns
ns

Greenhouse-Geisser
ns
ns

Huynh-Feldt
ns
ns
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Appendix L
Exploration of a Self-Disclosure Manipulation
While mutual self-disclosure is something that can naturally transpire between two
individuals, researchers have also found ways to facilitate it in an experimental context (e.g.,
Aron et al., 1997; Page-Gould et al., 2008; Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra, 2013). One way is
through Aron et al.’s (1997) Fast Friends, an experimental method for inducing closeness via a
series of questions designed to facilitate progressively greater self-disclosure between partners.
Underlying this method is the understanding that the development of a close relationship is
typically founded on “sustained, escalating, reciprocal, personalistic self-disclosure” (Aron et al.,
1997; p. 364). In the current research, I explore the impact of naturally-occurring self-disclosure;
however, it is also important to consider how it may be manipulated. One such manipulation that
has shown some early success in academic settings is the Fast Mentors intervention (Leitner et
al., 2018), an adapted mentorship version of Aron et al.’s (1997) Fast Friends exercise.
Self-disclosure is not only about an individual’s willingness to share personal
information, it is also about the other individual being willing to receive that information. Reis
and Shaver (1988) argued that in order for self-disclosure to build a high level of intimacy, the
personal information needs to be understood, accepted, and appreciated. However, in a
mentoring relationship, the degree to which both individuals are willing to share and receive
personal information may not naturally be balanced. In their longitudinal study, Wanberg et al.
(2007) found that an increased disclosure on the part of the protégé was not related to the degree
of disclosure on the part of the mentor, suggesting that there is not naturally a balanced level of
self-disclosure. The Fast Mentors exercise should help to facilitate escalating, reciprocal selfdisclosure through its design, which includes facilitating increasing levels of self-disclosure for
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both the mentor and the protégé through a back-and-forth dialogue (i.e., the protégé and mentor
each take a turn answering the question).
The Fast Mentors exercise aims to accomplish this goal of facilitated escalating,
reciprocal self-disclosure through three sets of questions that increase in the degree of selfdisclosure required. Set I is composed of questions that require minimal self-disclosure such as
“What do you value most in a friendship?” By the time participants reach Set III, the level of
self-disclosure is much higher and asks questions such as “Share with your partner an
embarrassing moment in your life.” While these questions do not tie directly to the mentoring
relationship or the workplace context, this is in line with West et al.’s (2014) suggestion that
similarity should be determined by attributes and beliefs peripheral to the goals of the interaction
and should not be perceived as having any direct bearing on success within the given context of
the interaction.
While the impact of Fast Friends (Aron et al., 1997; Mendoza-Denton & Page-Gould,
2008; Page-Gould et al., 2008) and subsequently Fast Mentors (Leitner et al., 2018) has been
established, one aspect that has not been examined is whether individuals do in fact perceive a
difference between the incremental increases in self-disclosure across the three tiers of questions,
which are theorized to increase in self-disclosure. As such, in this study, I explore whether or not
mentors and protégés perceive this incremental escalation across the three tiers of questions can
lead them to be more close or comfortable with their mentoring partners. As such, I posed the
following research question:
Research Question: Are mentors and protégés in cross-race and cross-gender mentoring
relationships able to distinguish between the three-tiers of Fast Mentors questions (i.e.,
low, medium and high self-disclosure)?
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Method
Using the sample of 154 protégés and 164 mentors from the current study, I explored this
potential intervention.
Measure: Self-Disclosure Intervention. Perceptions of a self-disclosure intervention
were assessed using the Fast Mentors instrument (Leitner et al., 2018). After reading the Fast
Mentors instructions, participants were presented with the 36 questions that comprised the Fast
Mentors procedure (Leitner et al., 2018). They were then be asked to evaluate each of the 36
questions with two questions: (1) “given your mentoring experiences, how comfortable would
you be answering these questions with your mentor/protégé” and (2) “given your mentoring
experiences, to what extent would sharing your answer to this question help you and your
mentor/protégé learn more about each other as your authentic selves?” Given that Fast Mentors
divides the 36 questions into three sets with each set increasing in self-disclosure, the 36
questions were randomized. For the first question on comfort level, participants were asked to
rate the Fast Mentors question on a 7-point Likert response scale with scale points “very
uncomfortable” to “very comfortable.” For the second question, participants were asked to rate
the Fast Mentors question on a 7-point Likert response scale with scale points “not at all” to “an
extraordinary amount.”
Results
The second research question asked if mentors and protégés in cross-race and crossgender mentoring relationships were able to distinguish between the three-tiers of Fast Mentors
questions (i.e., low, medium and high self-disclosure) and whether those questions would
support creating closer and more comfortable relationships. To assess this, all participants were
asked about (1) how comfortable they would be answering these questions with their
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mentor/protégé and (2) the extent to which sharing their answers to these questions would help
them learn more about each other. Using the responses to these questions, I created averages for
each of the three sets (i.e., low, medium, and high self-disclosure) for each question. In the end,
each participant had an average score for how comfortable they would be answering the 12
questions in the low self-disclosure set, how comfortable they would be answering the 12
questions in the medium self-disclosure set, and finally how comfortable they would be
answering the 12 questions in the high self-disclosure set; then the process was repeated for the
question about how close they would feel to their partner after answering. The questions were
framed to encourage the participants to think about responding to these questions specifically
with the mentor or protégé they were referring to throughout the survey. This was done to see if
there were differences for those in same-race or cross-race dyads.
To first see if participants were able to distinguish between the three tiers of self-disclosure,
paired sample t-tests were analyzed. Protégés responded they would feel significantly more
comfortable responding to the low self-disclosure question set (M=5.54, SE = .074) than the
medium self-disclosure set (M=4.96, SE = .096) with their mentors; t (153) = 11.44, p =.000,
d=6.767. They also responded that they would feel significantly more comfortable responding to
the medium self-disclosure set (M=4.96, SE = .096) than the high self-disclosure set (M=4.70,
SE = .096) with their mentors; t (153) = 5.39, p =.000, d=2.708. In terms of how close they
would feel after answering these questions with their mentors, protégés responded that they
would feel significantly closer to their mentors after answering the low self-disclosure question
set (M=4.73, SE = .079) than the medium self-disclosure set (M=4.26, SE = .092); t (153) =
9.94, p =.000, d=5.481. They also responded that they would feel significantly closer after
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responding to the medium self-disclosure set (M=4.26, SE = .092) than the high self-disclosure
set (M=4.16, SE = .090) with their mentors; t (153) = 2.56, p =.012, d=1.099.
Additionally, mentors responded they would feel significantly more comfortable
responding to the low self-disclosure question set (M=5.70, SE = .084) than the medium selfdisclosure set (M=5.21, SE = .096) with their protégés; t (163) = 10.08, p=.000, d=5.432. They
also responded that they would feel significantly more comfortable responding to the medium
self-disclosure set (M=5.21, SE = .096) than the high self-disclosure set (M=4.91, SE = .102)
with their protégés; t (163) = 7.46, p =.000, d=3.029. In terms of how close they would feel after
answering these questions with their protégé, mentors responded that they would feel
significantly closer to their protégés after answering the low self-disclosure question set
(M=4.75, SE = .087) than the medium self-disclosure set (M=4.38, SE = .091); t (163) = 8.975, p
=.000, d=4.156. They also responded that they would feel significantly closer after responding to
the medium self-disclosure set (M=4.38, SE = .091) than the high self-disclosure set (M=4.18,
SE = .091) with their protégés; t (163) = 4.925, p =.000, d=2.198.
Then using one-way ANOVAs, I also explored differences for mentors and protégés in
same-race and cross-race dyads for each of the three Fast Mentors sets. For protégés, there were
no significant differences between protégés with a same-race mentor and those with a cross-race
mentor on how comfortable they would feel answering any of the three sets of Fast Mentor
questions. However, for the low self-disclosure question set, protégés in cross-race mentoring
relationships (M=4.94, SE=.102) felt they would be closer to their mentor by answering these
questions than protégés in same-race mentoring relationships did (M=4.50, SE=.118); F (1,152)
=7.933, p =.005, η2 =.050. Similarly, for the medium self-disclosure question set, protégés in
cross-race mentoring relationships (M=4.41, SE=.125) also felt they would be closer to their
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mentor by answering these questions than protégés in same-race mentoring relationships did
(M=4.10, SE=.133); F (1,152) =3.067, p =.082, η2 =.020. Lastly, while not significant, results
were trending in a similar direction for the high self-disclosure question set such that protégés in
cross-race mentoring relationships (M=4.30, SE=.119) also felt they would be closer to their
mentor by answering these questions than protégés in same-race mentoring relationships did
(M=4.01, SE=.135); F (1,152) =2.653, p=.105, η2 =.017.
For mentors, there were also no significant differences between mentors with a same-race
protégé and those with a cross-race protégé on how comfortable they would feel answering any
of the three sets of Fast Mentor questions. However, for their perceptions of how these questions
may bring them closer to their protégés, mentor responses follow the opposite pattern to the
protégé responses. That is, for the low self-disclosure question set, mentors in cross-race
mentoring relationships (M=4.60, SE=.114) felt they would be less close to their protégés by
answering these questions than mentors in same-race mentoring relationships did (M=4.94,
SE=.129); F (1,162) =3.762, p=.054, η2 =.023. Similarly, for the medium self-disclosure
question set, mentors in cross-race mentoring relationships (M=4.21, SE=.125) also felt they
would be less close to their protégés by answering these questions than mentors in same-race
mentoring relationships did (M=4.61, SE=.128); F (1,162) =4.998, p=.027, η2 =.030. Lastly, for
the high self-disclosure question set, mentors in cross-race mentoring relationships (M=4.02,
SE=.125) also felt they would be less close to their protégés by answering these questions than
mentors in same-race mentoring relationships did (M=4.38, SE=.127); F (1,162) =3.915, p
=.050, η2 =.024.
Discussion
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The second research question explored mentor and protégé perceptions of the Fast
Mentors questions and how these questions of escalating self-disclosure may systematically
induce increasing perceptions of closeness and comfort within a mentoring relationship. Findings
suggested that both mentors and protégés in established relationships felt that as self-disclosure
systematically increased between the three sets, they perceived that their discussion of these
questions would actually make them feel less close and less comfortable toward their mentoring
partner. This pattern of findings is not surprising as individuals are likely perceiving that
responses to these questions may make them more vulnerable as self-disclosure increases and
likely not considering how learning their partner’s answers to these questions may increase their
understanding of who that individual is. More importantly, this pattern of findings suggest that
there are meaningful differences between the three tiers, which is an aspect of this questionnaire
that has been assumed but never tested to date.
Furthermore, when exploring differences between mentors and protégés in cross-race
versus same-race relationships, the results suggested that minority protégés would feel closer to
their White mentors than White protégés would in both the low and medium self-disclosure sets,
suggesting that minority protégés may perceive that their responses to these questions would
identify a greater overlap in their shared identities with their mentors. The insignificant
difference between protégés in cross-race and same-race relationships for the high self-disclosure
set is not unexpected as the questions may make both groups feel equally as vulnerable.
Comparatively, White mentors felt they would be less close to their minority protégés than
White mentors with White protégés for all three set of questions. Again, this is not surprising; as
discussed, these mentors are likely perceiving that responses to these questions may make them
more vulnerable as the self-disclosure increases and when they already perceive that they are

ROLE OF SELF-DISCLOSURE IN CROSS-RACE MENTORING

175

different from their protégés (i.e., different races), that vulnerability may be exacerbated. Lastly,
however, there were no significant differences for both cross-race and same-race mentors or
protégés on feelings of comfort, suggesting that racial dynamics did not influence their
perceptions of how openly they could speak in the relationship and express their views and
opinions without fear of repercussions. Taken together, the findings suggest that both mentors
and protégés did perceive differences between the three set of questions and their escalating
levels of mutual self-disclosure and that these perceptions did show some difference based on the
racial similarity of the dyads. This provides a good foundation for the exploration of this
intervention in future research.
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